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T  H  L  E  G  0  N 

Re-examined  &c. 

TH  E  late  fecond  Defence  &c.  of  Dr.  Sykes  % 
in  which  I  among  others  am  particu¬ 
larly  concerned,  is  drawn  up  in  fo 
mild  and  courteous  a  ftile,  that  no  Adverfary, 
I’m  perfwaded,  has  reafon  to  be  difpleafed  with 
it  5  and  formyfelf,  I  allure  him,  he  has  my  bell 
and  publick  acknowledgments.  For  befides  the 
great  Civilities  and  Compliments,  which  the 
Do&or  has  occafionally  bellowed  in  exprefs 
terms,  his  whole  Defence  is  fo  moderate  and 
obfequious,  fo  full  of  tacit  Concdlions  and 
Compliances,  that  it  gives  us,  as  I  apprehend, 
much  more  of  the  form  than  of  the  jubflance 
of  an  Advcrfary.  I  mull  therefore  beg  the 
Reader’s  attention  and  patience,  while  1  brief¬ 
ly  lay  before  him,  how  things  Hand  at  pre¬ 
lent  between  us,  how  far  we  are  advanced  and 
agreed  in  the  principal  Points,  and  what  thole 
Articles  are,  which  are  now  the  Subject  of 
Difpute,  and  remain  to  be  confidered. 

1  T  is  with  pleafare  I  obferve  from  this  Defence , 
that  what  1  lately  offer’d  to  the  Doctor's  confh 
deration,  has  been  fo  far  regarded  and  approv’d 

hr 


by  him,  that  fome  things  of  the  greateft  mo¬ 
ment,  which  were  ftrongly  and  largely  infilled 
on  in  his  Dijfertation ,  are  now  quietly  dropt 
and  laid  aflde  ;  and  others  are  fo  {lightly  and 
coldly  defended ,  that  they  feem  to  be  re¬ 
tain'd  more  for  fhew  and  appearance,  than  for 
any  real  weight  apprehended  to  be  in  them. 
Thus,  we  fee,  the  Critical  Exceptions  of  Kepler 
againlt  the  Text  of  Eufebius,  which  before  were 
fo  pompoufly  introduced,  are  now  fairly  left 
to  Shift  for  themfelves  without  one  word  to 
fupport  them ;  and  all  the  difficulty  now  urged 
againft  this  Writer,  is  only  that  which  is  quite 
foreign  to  the  Point,  and  appear’d  as  fuch  in  the 
Dijfertation  itfelfa,  viz.  the  inaccurate  Application 
which  Eufebius  fometimes  makes  of  the  Au¬ 
thors  he  quotes.  So  again.  The  Argument 
from  Jerom  as  fixing  the  pajfage  of  Phlegon  to  the 
$d  year  of  Ol.  202,  upon  which  fo  much  drefs 
was  laid  in  the  DijJertationb ,  is  now  content¬ 
edly  fuppres’d  and  given  up.  And  even  thofe, 
which  were  drawn  from  Africanus ,  and  Origen , 
and  Philoponus  are  now  fo  much  chang’d  and 
ioftned  in  the  Defence ,  as  to  lofe  all  that  Force 
and  Influence,  which  before  was  aferibed  to 
them,  and  dwindle  at  lad  into  nothing.  The 
Di[fertationz  was  pofuive,  that  Africa?ms  fixes  by 
direft  confequence  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  to  OI.  20  r. 
4.  It  was  evident ,  and  mu  ft  have  been  in  that  year 
and  no  other.  But  now  the  Defence  is  more 

f?.)  Diffcrt.  p.  48,  (b)  DifTert,  p,  49.  52.  (c)  Differt  p.  17, 
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moded,  and  pretends  to  nothing  more  than  a 
probable  Conjecture,  which  to  make  the  mod  of  it 
proves  no  more  on  his  fide,  than  mine  does  on 
the  other.  So  again  as  to  Origen,  I  had  fhewnd 
in  anfwer  to  the  Dijfertation ,  that  the  Latin 
Traciatus  of  Origen  even  according  to  the  Do¬ 
ctor's  interpretation,  did  not  prove  one  tittle 
againd  the  teflimony  or  reading  of  Phlegon ;  and 
had  farther  infilled,  that  fuppofing  it  to  prove 
ever  fo  much  in  itfelf,  yet  it  was  plainly  con¬ 
tradicted  and  overthrown  by  another  paffage  of 
the  fame  Origen ,  which  was  certainly  genuine, 
dill  extant  in  the  original  Greek,  and  of  much 
fuperior  Authority.  Now  in  reply  to  all  this, 
the  Defence  fays  nothing  to  the  pertinency  of 
the  Latin  Origen ,  but  contents  itfelf6  with  dis¬ 
puting  Some  things  in  my  Interpretation  of  him, 
which  would  fignify  but  little,  tho'  allowed  to 
be  wrong  5  and  as  to  the  Greek  Origen,  firfthe 
fays  he  has  nothing  to  add  to  what  he  has  faid 
already >  and  then  tenderly  asks  a  few  Quedions, 
which  1  had  anticipated  and  confidered  before. 
The  next  Writer  to  Origen  is  Philoponus .  He 
was  urged  in  the  Dijjertation  §  as  fixing  expref¬ 
ly  Phlegon s  Eclipfe  to  the  fecond  year  of  OL 
202,  without  the  lead  notice  of  any  different 
reading  in  that  Author.  This  it  was  which 
appear'd  very  furprizing  to  me  then,  and  con¬ 
tinues  to  be  fo  dill,  and  of  which  1  can  give 

:(d)  Phlegon  examined  &c.  p.  48,  49.  feq.  (e)  Sec.  Def.  p.  41 , 

- - 47*  (  0  Ibid.  p.  48,  49.  (g)  Djffert.  p.  54,  55. 
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no  account  in  a  Writer  of  common  care  and 
ingenuity,  viz,,  the  total  omiffion  of  a  diffe¬ 
rent  reading  in  Philoponus ,  fo  glaring  and  pal¬ 
pable,  fo  material  and  pertinent.  Now  in 
anfwer  to  the  Objection  from  that  Writer,  I 
fhew'd  h  that  Philoponus  in  the  very  next  page 
fixes  the  fame  Eclipfe  twice  in  Ol.  202.  4.  and 
forms  a  Chronological  Calculation  upon  it  from 
Phlegon  himfelf,  proving  very  plainly,  that  the 
4 th  year  was  the  true  year  of  his  Eclipfe.  Now 
what  fays  the  Defence  f  Why  it  allows1  the 
Chronological  Calculation ,  and  the  different  read¬ 
ing  in  Philoponus ,  but  neither  accounts  for  the 
omiflion  of  it  in  the  DijJertationy  nor  can  it 
part  with  the  old  favourite  < ffetmga,  tho'  the 
reafons  alledged  againft  it  remain  unanfwered. 
As  to  the  parallel,  which  is  drawn  between 
Philoponus  and  the  Hifloria  Mif cella,  that  fhall 
be  particularly  conlidered  in  another  place. 

But  farther.  The  fame  Abatements  and 
Compliances  are  vifible  in  the  Defence  as  to 
other  Articles.  The  Differtation  afferted  round¬ 
ly  k,  that  Phlegon  by  his  could  not  mean 

any  thing  elfe  befides  a  true  natural  Eclipfe,  and 
asks  with  the  greateft  confidence,  whether  any 
Writers  call  a  Darknefs  extraordinary  an  Eclipfe  of 
the  Sun.  But  the  Defence  feeing  the  judgment 
of  Modern  Criticks,  and  the  Language  of  the 
Antients  againft  it,  infifts  no  longer  on  the  Arid 

(h)  Phlegon  examined  &c.  P-  54>  55«  (  i  )  Sec.  Def.  p.  50,  51. 

( k  )  Differt.  p.  67- 
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Aftronomical  Seale  of  the  Word,  but  only 
difputes  an  Authority  or  two,  which  I  had 
produc'd,  without  hurting  and  invalidating  the 
main  Argument.  So  again.  The  Differ  tation * 
allured  us,  that  Origen  had  fully  proved  the  Dark- 
nefs  and  Earthquake  at  the  Paflion  to  have 
been  confined  to  Judea .  But  when  I  proved  m 
on  the  contrary,  that  the  Latin  Origen  offer'd 
only  a  conjecture,  and  that  the  Greek  Origen  ex- 
prefly  contradicted  it,  the  Defence n  as  before 
very  candidly  gives  up  the  latter,  and  brings 
nothing  to  difprove  what  I  faid  of  the  former* 
befides  little  exceptions  of  no  confequence  and 
Authority,  as  will  be  fhewn  hereafter. 

Hitherto  we  have  feen,  how  widely 
the  late  Defence  does  evidently  differ  from  the 
Dijjertation  5  how  far  it  recedes  from  the  other  s 
Foundations  and  Arguments,  and  how  much 
weaker  and  milder  an  Adverfary  this  laft  appears 
againft  Phlegon ,  than  the  former.  To  which 
muft  be  added,  that  as  to  tho Cc  Greek  and  Latin 
Authorities,  which  were  never  mentioned  by 
the  Dijjertation ,  and  have  fince  been  urged  in 
favour  of  Phlegon ,  even  thefe  whether  original 
left  monies  or  only  Tranfcripts  from  Eufebiusy  arc 
allowed  by  the  Defence  to  confirm  unanimoufly 
the  reading  of  EujebiuSy  which  at  leaft  is  one 
ufe  and  advantage  of  them  very  far  from  being 
imall  and  inconfiderable. 

(1)  Diflert.  p.  6f.  (m)  Phlegon  examined  &e.  p.  76,78. 

(n)  Sec,  Def,  p.  70. 
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Now  from  all  thefe  Conceffions  laid  together, 
it  will  eafily  appear,  that  the  Dodor  has  in 
ejfeff  yielded  up  the  main  Points,  and  given  to 
his  Adverfaries  on  one  fide  a  ftrcnsth  and  e- 
vidence,  much  fuperior  to  his  own  on  the  o- 
then  For  the  merits  of  the  whole  Contro- 
verfy  depending  entirely  upon  the  reading  of 
Thlegon ,  our  reading  viz.  OL  202.  4.  is  allow¬ 
ed  to  be  confirmed  by  feveral  exprefs  and  in- 
difputable  Teftimonies,  but  the  Dodor's  viz . 
Oh  201.  4.  or  Oh  202.  1.  has  not  one  direct 
Authority  to  fupport  it.  He  tells  us  indeed, 
that  fome  of  our  Teftimonies  are  only  Tran- 
feriptt  from  Eufebius 5  but  fuppofing  for  the 
prelent  that  they  are  fo,  yet  (till  as  they  all 
agree  in  one  numeral,  they  muft  fix  the  read¬ 
ing  of  Eufebius  beyond  difpute,  and  that  Au¬ 
thority  alone  is  of  much  greater  weight,  than 
any  the  Dodor  can  produce  on  the  contrary. 
So  that  the  advantage  in  point  of  Teftimony 
is  evidently  ftill  on  our  fide  3  and  if  the  Que- 
ftion  muft  be  determined,  as  it  certainly  ought, 
by  the  greater  Evidence,  it  muft,  I  think,  be 
determined  in  our  favour,  were  we  even  to 
enter  no  farther  into  the  Subjed  of  the  De¬ 
fence.  For  as  to  thofe  Exceptions  which  the 
Dodor  has  made  againft  my  performance, they 
are  mod  of  them  Niceties,  that  do  not  much 
affed  the  main  Point  5  and  allowing  them  to 
be  juft,  they  can  only  prove  fome  little  ixii- 
ftakes  in  me,  without  helping  or  fupporting  his 
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own  hypothefis.  However  even  thefe  1  (hall 
venture  to  examine  diftin&ly,  and  now  the  Read¬ 
er  is  apprized,  where  the  merits  of  the  Caufe  lie* 
and  how  far  we  arc  advanced  in  it,  I  proceed 
to  confider  them  in  their  Order* 

L 

Dr.  Sykes  begins  his  Remarks  upon  me  with 
obferving,  that  notwithftanding  it  feemd  evi¬ 
dent  tome,  that  Saidas  had  feen  the  Chronologi¬ 
cal  Works  of  Phlegon  entire,  there  is  no  po(t~ 
tive  Evidence ,  that  Suidas  ever  fa  w  them  a  £ 
all,  nor,  fays  he,  will  the  Words  cited  in  the 
Margin ,  nor  Suidas’i filence  about  Phlegon^  Book 
being  loft, prove  that  ever  he  had  feen  them0.  This 
indeed  is  what  I  could  not  expeft  to  come 
from  one,  who,  I  believe,  would  be  thought 
no  Stranger  to  Suidas  and  his  way  of  writing. 
For  to  any  one  that  is  converfant  with  that 
Author,  it  muft  be  clear  and  certain,  I  think, 
that  he  had  feen  Phlegon  and  read  him  too , 
and  this,  I  imagined,  was  fo  very  evident,  that 
I  did  not  think  it  neceffary  to  dwell  longer 
upon  it.  But  (ince  Dr.  S .  is  pleafed  to  difputc 
it,  the  Reader,  I  hope,  will  excufe  me  if  I 
enlarge  a  little  in  the  proof  of  it.  Phlegon 9 
fays  Saidas,  v'rote  a  Book  entituled  Olympiads 
m  ftxteen  Bocks ,  ’'Eypifzv  OXu(JL7ticLS>t.$  ci 
h'm  it-  Which  Work  of  his  reprefents  ( in  fliort ) 
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the  Tran  factions  of  all  Nations  from  the  fir  ft  id 
the  22 9th  Olympiad.  }lE<n  Si  ft$xp)  £  <rx8*  OAv/t- 
'7n<lfo$  tol  tt 8 evict  vra/la^S.  In  thefe  words, 
you  fee,  Suidas  not  only  informs  us,  that 
Phlegon  had  publifhed  fuch  a  Work,  but  tells  us 
likewife  the  Subject,  Nature,  and  extent  of  it, 
and  in  what  Olympiad  it  ends,  ufing  at  the  fame 
time  the  prejent  tenfe  in  his  account  of  it,  as 
of  things  then  in  being  and  known  to  himfelf 3 
by  which  we  can  in  reafon  I  think,  prefume 
nothing  lefs,  than  that  Phlegon  s  Olympiads  were 
extant  in  his  time,  and  that  he  had  feen  them 
himfelf.  For  fuppofe  a  Writer  at  this  time  was 
to  give  an  account  of  Ufher  and  his  Works,  and 
fpeaking  of  his  Annals  fhould  fay  in  the  pre¬ 
jent  tenfe>  that  they  contain  a  compendious  Hi- 
ftory  of  all  Nations  from  the  beginning  of  the 
World  to  the  year  of  Chrift  735  or  fuppofe  a- 
nother  Writer  fpeaking  of  the  Works  of  jc - 
feph  Scaliger ,  fhould  mention  among  the  reft 
his  OA v{i7ricL$cev  kvaypafi/i,  and  fhould  fay,  they 
contain  a  fhort  account  of  hiftorical  fads  from 
the  i(l  to  the  end  of  the  249 th.  Olympiad, 
would  not  any  one  in  future  Ages,  that  fhould 
meet  with  thefc  Writers,  prefume  that  the  one 
had  feen  Ufher  s  Annals,  and  the  other  Scaliger  s 
Olympiads ,  and  that  both  of  them  (poke  in  this 
manner  from  their  own  Knowledge  of  thofc 
Books?  Undoubtedly  they  would,  and  nmft 
take  it  for  granted  ,  unlefs  pofitive  Evidence 
fhould  appear  to  the  contrary.  And  the  fame 

muft 


tnuft  here  be  prefum’d  concerning  Suidas $  and 
that  not  only  for  the  reafons  mentioned  above* 
but  for  others  alfo  peculiar  to  that  Writer.  It 
is  frequently  his  way,  when  he  has  told  us  the 
Works  of  an  Author,  to  let  us  know  in  fhort 
the  nature  and  fubjeft  of  them,  introducing 
his  account  with  the  words  here  ufed  ’i<n  sL 
And  this  is  one  of  the  ftrongeft  Intimations  he 
ever  gives ^s-far  as  I  can  difcern)  of  Any  Book’s 
being  extant  in  his  time.  Thus  fpeaking  of  Phi- 
loft  rat  us  the  elder  and  his  Works,  he  men¬ 
tions  his  Book  entitled  Tu/wavaov,  and  then 
adds  to  explain  it5  EATI  AE  vrtei  r  h  OAvfnnd 
z7rtTz\y/jLewv a.  So  again,  fpeaking  of  Phi-lift  us 
the  Hiftorian,  he  wrote,  fays  he,  SoceAixa.  E ATI 
AE  Tot  t rpl$  EM Y[\cls  cLVTcis  'Grf<z’)(QevTGL 
Again,  in  Pherecydesx he  Athenian 5  A u- 

'To^dovoLti  He  wrote  a  Book  entitled  A vto^dovf^ 
E2H  AE  £  Arh  MS  kp%cu6AoylaL$  dp  £&- 
A iois  c.  Once  more  5  in  his  account  of  Di¬ 

odorus  Siculus ,  Efe  fcw/*  fays  he,  a  BtCAto&xf}* 
ESTI  AE  I93&U  PamauiS  ts  ^  'tfcixiAti  dp  /S.Mtbig 
/xd.  Thefe  are  a  few  inftances  out  of  many  more  f 
that  might  be  produc’d,  fhewing  fully  the  true 
meaning  and  force  of  this  p adage  about  Phle - 
von ;  which  at  leaft  muft  be  underftood  to  fig- 
nify,  that  Sutdas  had  feen  Phlegon $  other  wile 

(a)  Suid.  v.  <X><A*f7ic£T3$  o  rtpans.  (b)  Id.  v.  fc.Af-s- af. 

(  C  )  Id.  V.  AQw.  (  d  )  Id.  V.  Auctbpqc,  6  ZiJtsA. 

{'f')  Vid.  Suid  V.  Aioytvtioivo$.  0f£,/ra*A9rfl$.  I KceAAi- 
fj&yt,.  Tlocvoccns.  Ucim  <^e$,  Zar/ipinss.  'Z&<Piw,  S  T 

%£c&v  Aa'J/ScCKWW.. 
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It  wilt  be  difficult  to  prove,  that  Suidas  had 
feen  the  Works  of  any  Writer  that  he  treats 
of.  For  he  never  is  fo  nice  and  particular,  as 
to  fay,  thefe  Books  are  extant,  and  thofe  are  not* 
thefe  /  have  ready  and  thofe  I  have  not  read$ 
neither  is  it  more  than  once  (as  I  remember) 
that  he  has  any  thing  like  it;  and  that  is  in  his 
account  of  Lycurgus  the  Orator,  where  he  tells 
us  how  many  genuine  Orations  of  that  Author 
were  preferved *  in  his  time.  In  all  other  pla¬ 
ces  he  only  gives  a  Catalogue  of  thofe  Writ¬ 
ings  he  knew  of,  interfperfing  here  and  there, 
as  I  faid  before,  brief  explications  of  the  de- 
fig  a  and  fubjedof  fome  pieces.  And  with  this 
general  Evidence  the  belt  modern  Criticks  are 
fatisfied,  and  readily  fuppofe  that  either  he  had 
feen  the  Books  he  mentions,  or  at  leaft  that  they 
were  extant  in  his  time,  where  nothing  very 
glaring  and  pofitive  appears  to  the  contrary. 
Befides,  to  remove  at  once  all  doubt  concerning 
Fhlegony  Suidas  himfelf  has  quoted  that  Wri¬ 
ter's  Authority  in  a  point  of  Hiftory.  Forfpeak- 
ing  of  ThaleSi  he  acquaints  us  that  according 
to  Phlegon7  that  Philofopher  was  even  famous 
fo  early  as  the  7th  Olympiad,  whereas  others 
had  placed  his  Birth  fo  low  as  the  3  $th\  This 

(  *  )  A oyct  j  «tt*rS  elnt  ol  2UZOMENOI  yn \r.tt  Sec.  Said.  V, 

Auxxpyos. 

(  c  }  ripyat;  Ttfo  foi  $  >i*  'Obvfj07nuht.  xam  <t>AE^ 

rONTA  yvA >es?or*f¥o$  £*.  Said.  V. 

*  The  numeral  £  feems  to  me  to  be  either  a  corrupt  reading  for  >.£, 
•r  elfe  Phkgon  might  be  j peaking  perhaps  of  the  old  Lyric  Poet 

lure 


furc  is  pofitive  Evidence,  and  taken  with  the  o- 
ther  will  I  hope  put  an  End  to  the  Do&or  s 
Scruples  on  that  head. 


Neither  can  I  quit  my  claim  to  vhotitu s 
or  defpair  of  fucceeding  with  his  Authority* 
notwithftanding  the  difficulties  now  ftarted  a- 
gainft  him.  For  'tis  eafy  to  prove  from  his  way 
of  writing  like  wife,  that  Phlegons  Olympiads 
were  all  extant  in  his  time*  and  fafe  in  his 
hands,  tho'  he  had  read  no  more  than  five 
Books .  It  is  uffial  with  him,  if  any  Book  wa$ 
either  abfolutely  loft  or  never  feen  by  him,  to 
let  his  Reader  know  it  in  exprefs  terms  5  and 
where  he  gives  us  no  notice  of  this  kind,  and  yet 
tells  us  the  Writings  of  any  Author,  we  are  al¬ 
ways  to  prefume  thatthofe  Writings  were  then 
extant,  and  had  fallen  within  his  knowledge* 
Thus  fpeaking  of  Theopompus’s  Hifiorieal  Books* 
he  fays,  there  were  only  fifty  three  of  them  pre - 
fervdy  and  that  he  had  never  feen  the  fixth * 
fpventh ,  ninth ,  twentieth ,  and  thirtieth So 


Thales,  nvho  fiourijtfd  long  before  Thales  the  P hilofophert  and 
Saidas  might  mifunderjiand  him  as  fpeaking  of  the  latter . 


(  f  )  ’A  n'yih&Ti'Twt  Qio’VofJOTns  A  opt  ntvryixomt  $  xaj 

«<n»  oi  SnZOMENOI  uutvu  t  i<po^/xuv  hoyoi,  Atctmirlaxtruf  H 

9$  T  7T£f.\cMaf  7J»«$  t<P%<nt9  TWTt  iXT*]9,  X*  KOf  0^9  cJ/=* 

9ooTf]9  <£  dty'Pi9  ^  rtjv  re/oiiyrtv'  uXXu  returns  ft  OXAl  HMEIS 
OMEN.  Phot,  Cod.  CLXXVI.  p, 

R  %  agaiiij 


again,  (peaking  of  Memnoris  BlSXiov  iVd&ocoi',  I 
have  read ,  fays  he,  in  it  from  the  ninth  to  the 
fixteenth  Book ,  but  as  to  the  eight  firji  Books  and 
thofe  that  follow  the  fixteenth ,  I  cannot  fay,  that 
I  ever  faw  them  s.  The  fame  exadnefs  does  he 
obferve  as  to  other  Writers,  which  for  brevi¬ 
ty’s  fake  1  here  omit,  and  only  refer  to  fome 
few  of  them  in  the  margin*.  Now  as  to  Phle- 
gons  Olympiads,  the  great  Critic  never  mentions 
a  Cy liable,  that  any  part  of  them  was  either  loft 
in  his  time,  or  never  came  to  his  hands,  which 
he  certainly  would  have  done,  as  he  does 
at  other  times,  if  either  of  thofe  cafes  had 
happened  then.  He  tells  us  indeed,  that  he  had 
read  only  five  Books  of  that  Work,  which  car¬ 
ried  him  as  far  as  \jyth  Olympiad  5  but  this 
is  no  proof,  that  the  reft  were  loft,  or  not 
then  in  his  pofieflion.  For  in  the  fame  man¬ 
ner  he  tells  us,  that  he  had  read  only  five 
Books  of  an  Ecclefiaftical  Hiftory  written  by 
one  Joannes  a  Presbyter  h  $  tho’  he  tells  us  at 
the  fame  time,  that  there  were  ten  Books  in 
all,  as  the  Author  him  felf  had  promis'd.  If  it  ftill 
fhould  be  objected,  as  the  Dodor  has  hinted,  that 
Photius  with  regard  to  Phlegon  has  not  told  us 

( g  )  ' Aviy'ts&vi  Qit&iov  Mz{a>vovo$  fagAidv  U9to  &  i  (leg.fi) 

*/  \  TV  i  K\  *  /  e  /  v  \  \ 

*ac,  tycTV  oitfe^rcy.  ■  ■  — ■ ■  iocc^  dt  TTfajus  v)  (.<&£/&(>  ic,  tu$  /uuz?:<z 

T'lv  tX7>}V  xt  hxot.TV)V  X7TZ»  HTTW  Els  ©EAN  HMHN  AOirMENAZ 
EXOMEN.  Id.  Cod.  CCXXIV.  p.  704,  757. 

*  Arrian.  Cod.  LVIII.  Phrynichus.  Cod.  CLVIII.  Agathar- 
tides.  Cod.  CCXIII. 

(  h)  H>ivroiyi  iftpiecs  uoTX  frUu  Tuf^otvan  rvfjbel,  ax;  k)  uinis 
eutivoc,  t7nt  Cyh^fTotj'  £2N  HMIN  TOTS  JIENTE  ytyeviv  (Cttiyvavaf, 
Phot  pod.  XLI. 

the 
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the  number  of  Books  in  the  whole  Work,  3$ 
he  does  in  other  Cafes  5  I  anfwer,  that  he  has 
faid  what  is  equivalent  to  it,  he  tells  us,  how 
low  it  was  carried  by  Phlegony  viz,,  down  to 
Adrians  Times,  which  Remark  was  fufficienr, 
and  made  the  number  of  Books  lefs  neceflary 
to  be  mentioned  >  and  for  this  Reafon  it  is, 
that  in  the  firft  part  of  this  Code,  where  he  is 
moft  particular  about  Phlegons  Chronicle,  he 
fays  nothing  even  of  the  number  of  Books 
which  he  had  read ,  but  only  the  Olympiads  thro' 
which  he  had  pals’d  5  and  when  he  afterwards 
fpeaks  of  five  Books,  he  does  it  plainly  by  the 
bye,  and  in  fuch  a  manner,  as  fhews  it  was 
not  his  Defign  at  firft  to  give  us  an  exad  num¬ 
ber  of  Books  in  the  whole  Work  5  that  being 
of  no  great  confequence,  when  the  compafs 
and  extent  of  it  from  Beginning  to  End  had 
been  intimated  already.  But  I  find  the  grand 
difficulty  of  all  with  Dr.  Sykes  lies  in  thefc 
Words  of  Phot ius r  he  descends ,  as  he  himfelf 
fays  ( ecs  clvTqs  tyyviv )  down  to  Adrians  Time, 
Why ,  asks  the  Dodor*,  as  he  himfelf  fays7  if 
the  Book  was  in  his  own  hands,  and  he  could 
fee  how  low  he  came  I  anfwer,  not  to  inti¬ 
mate  that  Photius  himfelf  had  not  feen  the 
whole  Work,  or  that  the  whole  was  not  extant, 
but  that  the  Reader  might  be  aflufd  even  from 
Phlegon  himfelf,  that  he  had  carried  his  Chro¬ 
nicle  down  to  Adrians  Times*  This  additional 

|  i )  See,  Def.  p.  8 . 
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Evidence  from  Phlegoris  own  Mouth  was  much 
more  full  and  fatisfa&ory,  than  the  bare  re¬ 
port  of  Photius  could  have  been  5  becaufe  it 
was  indifputably  clear  from  thence,  that  no 
Writer  after  Phlegoris  Time  had  added  any  thing 
to  Phlegoris  original  Chronicle,  but  that  the 
whole  of  it  was  genuine  and  uncorrupted* 
Neither  is  this  expreffion  of  Photius  one  jot 
more  ftrange  or  difficult  than  that  of  Gerard 
y.  VoJJlus  in  his  Account  of  Polyanus ,  nongenta 
( ut  ipfe  in  Prafatione  ait)  praftantium  ducum  ftra- 
tegemata  complexus  efk.  Here  likewife  we  have 
as  he  himfelf  fays ,  and  yet  no  one  I  imagine, 
would  conclude  from  hence,  that  Vojjius  had  ne¬ 
ver  feen  any  of  thefe  firategemata  5  tho’  according 
to  Dr.  Sykes  he  fhould  never  have  feen  one  of 
them,  fince  he  only  refers  to  Poly  anus s  account 
of  them,  without  mentioning  one  that  he  had 
read  himfelf  The  truth  is,  fuch  references  to 
Authors  themfelves  about  the  nature  and  ex¬ 
tent  of  their  Works  are  frequent  among 
Antients  and  Moderns ,  to  give  the  greater  Cre¬ 
dit  and.  Authority  to  their  Accounts  of 
Books;  as  you  may  fee  in  Fabricinsy  under  the 
'  Articles  JDiofcoride$y  Arrian ,  Galen ,  Clemens  of 
Alexandria  &c.  To  all  which  I  muft  far¬ 
ther  obferve,  that  Photius  himfelf  does  natural¬ 
ly  lead  us  to  fuch  an  Interpretation  of  his 


(  k  )  Polyaenus.  Hie  Divis  fratribus  dcdicavit  o&o  Libros,  qui¬ 
lt*  i  vongenta  (  ut  ipfe  in  Prasfatione  ait  )  prasftantium  Ducum 
ftrategemata  complex^  eft,  Voft',  Hift<?r,  Grsec.  L,  XI.  c.  XIV, 

Words 


(  *S  ) 

Words,  if  we  will  but  attend  to  them.  Phlegon , 
fays  he,  begins  his  collection  from  the  ijl  Olympic 
ad,  and  dekends  as  low  as  Adrians  Times 1 „  Here 
the  verb  xctreicn  defcends  is  in  the  prefent  tenfe9 
juft  as  ap%€Tcq  begins  was  before,  which  could 
with  no  propriety  of  Language  be  us’d  in  this 
cafe,  if  the  Books,  in  which  he  did  defeend 
thus  low,  had  been  either  loft,  or  unknown 
to  PhottuSo  The  Critick  in  either  of  thefe  cafes 
would  moft  certainly  have  us’d  another  tenfe, 
and  faid,  he  defeended  down  to  Adrians  Times ,  to 
intimate,  what  Phlegon  had  done  when  he  wrote 
his  Olympiads ,  tho*  now  a  great  part  of  them 
was  no  longer  extant,  or  not  to  be  found* 
This  feems  to  me  the  moft  probable  fuppofi- 
tion,  and  with  it  I  conclude  the  prefent  Arti¬ 
cle  5  hoping  that  by  this  time  it  appears  fufficient- 
ly,  that  Phlegon  s  Olympiads  were  extant  at  leaft 
till  A.  D.  iooo. 

III. 

But  it  feems  admitting  all  this,  I’m  likely 
to  gain  nothing  by  it,  for  the  Do&or m  will 
not  allow  any  Author  of  thofe  I  have  cited,  ex¬ 
cept  Eufebius  and  Philoponus  to  have  ever  look’d 
into  Phlegon?  and  will  fhew  that  all  but  one 

(  ^ 3  t2  utt'o  £  kQ}\V{^7nu^<i 

K.ATEI2I  3,  uvrii  fyn*,  ^  ’AtyttrS  Phot.  Cod., 

XCVII.  p.  265. 

( m )  Sec.  Def,  p.  9. 
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were  mere  tranfcribers  from  Eufebius .  Well,  if 
fo,  fur e  the  Text  of  Eufebius  muft  be  fix’d  be¬ 
yond  all  difpute,  when  fo  many  Writers  tran- 
feribe  it,  and  all  agree  in  reprefenting  the  fame 
numeral.  This  alone  is  a  great  point  gained, 
and  of  fuch  importance  in  the  prefent  difpute, 
that  it  makes  me  lefs  follicitous  about  others 
of  a  lower  Nature.  However  let  us  fee  how 
the  Do&or  fucceeds  in  thefe. 

He  begins  with  the  Chronicon  Pafchalen,  and 
affures  us,  that  this  Author  tranferib'd  the  paflage 
of  Vhlegon  in  both  places  from  Eufebius  ;  and  the 
proof  he  gives  of  it  is,  that  the  Chronicon  intro¬ 
duces  the  citation  with  $A ifcov  0  tcls 
cruvayocycov,  and  ends  with  raZrct  0  JVf Aafiels  kvyjgf 
exadtly  as  Eufebius  had  done  before  him.  Won¬ 
derful  indeed,  that  the  Chronicon  and  Eufebius 
fhould  jump  together  in  two  phrafes  fo  com¬ 
mon  and  obvious,  that  they  could  not  well 
be  mifs’d  by  any  Greek  Writer  quoting  Phle - 
gon\  At  leaft  they  would  naturally  occur  to  his 
thoughts,  without  ever  feeing  or  hearing  of 
Eufebius .  For  what  is  there  in  them  particu¬ 
lar  and  extraordinary,  what  turn  of  thought  or 
Angularity  of  exprelfion,  that  would  not  readi¬ 
ly  arife  to  any  Greek  Author  fpeaking  of  Phle - 
gon?  If  fo,  where  is  the  reafon  or  necefilty 
for  making  them  Trmfcripts  ?  To  me,  I  muft 
own,  they  appear  of  lo  little  lorce  and  confe- 
quence,  as  not  to  deferve  any  farther  confide- 

£  1  i  j  See.  JD $ !  <  p •  1 1  *  i  y ,  21* 


ration* 
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Nation.  Bat  other  Exprdlioas  there  are  in 
Chronic  on  of  much  <r  rearer  weight,  and  fa  eh  as, 
1  think,  will  evidently  prove,  that  the  Author 
of  it  did  not  t  ran  for  the  from  Eufeb'ms  in  this 
pa  (Tag  e  about  Phlegon.  He  has  quoted  Phlegm 
twice,  and  in  the  firft  paOage  he  introduces 
him  with  laying,  The  Pagans  had  taken  particu¬ 
lar  notice  of  this  year  (viz,,  the  year  of  the  Paf- 
fion )  mentioning  exprejjly  an  earthquake  as  hap¬ 
pening  at  the  time ,  and  particularly  Ph logon  cue* 
O i  e^aSev  be  r  chiavrov  t^tcv  T^<rjgqiwrc>,  a.  ogee- 
X&S  ucrcvTiS  xcej  tcv  (mcrjjih  yivogiivov ,  rca 
ezraupeTdv  $Aey&v,  dec.  Thefe  words  have  fome- 
thing  particular  and  emphatical  in  them 5  and 
if  they  had  been  extant  in  Eufebius,  might  juft- 
ly  be  call’d  Tranfcripts.  But  not  a  fy liable  of 
them  appears  in  Tufebius ,  except  the  word 
#A Zy&v.  So  again,  we  may  obferve  other  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  two  Authors.  The  Chro - 
me  on  has  h  rS  r/'  avyf^ itjeozen.  Fuji  bias  has  no¬ 


thing  of  ovyfp’SL/afaxTi,  1  he  Carom  con  has  only 
A  A/ 64  Creepy  Eujebius  has  avrci$  pemx  <w  rdJT  1  he 
Chronicon  adds  after  JhjA&fes  wpi  y, i;  to  nzgcz- 
Afoy  t*  E*A udgecca  V  HaH,  EufcbiUs  has  only  Ai- 
A^Oeo  ivyjg.  Is  this  like  a  bare  Tranfcriber  from 
Eujebius?  Or  could  he  well  have  varied  more 
from  him  in  the  com  pais  of  fo  few  lines  >  Be  hides 
to  make  amends  for  his  O  X  v  on  a. Pcl <s  itv^xyx'yoh 
before,  in  the  fecond  pahage  he  changes  his  Oi’c 
into  O  7rct(gjL'TVL$  RhKyngrpovcfgygnc  i^vpvjjv  QAefav* 

(  f  }  Chronicon  Patch,  p.  2U9.  Ed  Par.  (*  )  Ibid.  p.  22 i. 
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of  which  nothing  appears  in  Eufebius ,  and  which 
fhews,  that  the  Author  of  the  Chronic  on  was  not 
unacquainted  with  Vhlegon .  Now  if  all  thefe  Ch> 
cumffances  together  will  not  prove  him  to  be  an 
Original  Teftimony,  I  defire  to  know  how  any¬ 
one  either  antient  or  modern  can  be  proved  to  be 
fo  ?  For  where  leveral  Writers  quote  the  lame 
pallage  of  an  Author,  there  will  of  courfe  be 
accidental  fimilitudes  of  Expreffion  in  home  of 
them,  tho  they  have  all  recourfetothe  Author 
himfelf.  And  if  thefe  little  fimilitudes  in  Jome 
things  are  fufficient  to  prove  the  later  Writers 
Tranfcribers  from  thofe  that  wrote  before  them, 
tho*  they  differ  very  much  in  others ,  Em  afraid* 
very  few  modern  Criticks  and  Writers  of  An¬ 
tiquities  will  efcape  that  character,  whatever 
they  may  plead  in  their  favour. 

A  s  to  other  pafiages  in  the  Chronicon ,  which 
the  Doctor  informs  us,  are  really  tranferibed 
from  Eufebius,  they  have  no  relation  to  the  paf- 
fage  about  Phlegon,  and  therefore  I  fhall  not 
trouble  the  Reader  with  any  nice  examination 
of  them.  Only  one  miftake  of  the  Dodor’s  I 
cannot  but  take  notice  of,  his  affirming  that 
thofe  injiances  which  he  has  mentioned  as  Tran - 
feripts  from  Eufebius ,  had  efcaped  the  learned  Edi¬ 
tor  of  the  Chronicon  DuFreJne a,  whereas  the  Read¬ 
er  may  find  upon  confuting  the  Editors  Anno¬ 
tations,  that  not  one  of  the  Dodor’s  Inftancss  had 
efcaped  him ,  but  were  all  particularly  obfervet, 

t  a  )  Sec.  Def.  p.  20. 

with 


(  !9  ) 

with  thofe  very  Remarks  upon  them  which  the 
Dodor  has  given  us  in  his  Defence .  Neither  fhall  I 
enter  here  into  any  difpute  about  the  Antiqui¬ 
ty  or  Authors  of  the  Chronicon ,  having  referv’d 
the  difeuffion  of  that  point  for  another  place. 
Whether  it  was  compil’d  by  one  or  two  Au¬ 
thors,  in  the  fame  or  different  Ages>  is  not 
neceffary  now  to  enquire  5  my  Argument  at 
prefent  does  not  depend  upon  a  clear  refolu- 
tion  of  thofe  Queries  either  one  way  or  other  $ 
and  therefore  a  long  digreffion  upon  them  at 
this  time  may  conveniently  be  fpared.  It  is 
enough  for  me,  that  the  Chronicon  was  com¬ 
pos’d  while  Phlegon  s  Olympiads  were  in  being, 
that  t&e  Teftimonies  in  it  are  certainly  origi¬ 
nal  ones,  clear  and  ftro.ng  to  my  point,  and 
of  more  Authority  than  a  hundred  Surmifes 
and  Conjedures.  The  very  Words  of  Phlegon 
are  twice  quoted  in  it,  and  his  Eclipfe  in  both 
places  fixed  to  the  fourth  year  of  Oh  202, 
without  the  lead:  variation  of  the  numeral,  cx^ 
ccpting  only  that  fourth  is  in  one  exprefs’d  by 
'n'&cpTa,  and  in  the  other  by  S'.  *  This  is  fo 
exprefs  and  remarkable  an  Authority,  that  it 
may  well  deferve  the  name  of  principal ,  and 
might  juftly  have  claim’d  a  place  in  the  Dif 

{  *  )  i  mi/ ft  own  my f elf  guilty  of  a  little  over  fight  in  faying 
{  p.  17.  of  Phlegon  examin'd  See.  )  that  the  Chronicon  in  both 
places  had  expreffed  the  fourth  year  by  Tirupra  at  length .  But 
1  was  led  into  it  by  RaderusV  Edition,  'where  it  is  Jo  expref'd 
.(  p.  526')  a-nd  overlooked  the  alteration  that  was  ?nade  hy 

the  '  Paris  Edition . 
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fertation ,  however  cii  (agreeable  it  might  be  to 
the  defign  of  it.  What  reafon  the  Doctor  had 
for  omitting  it  at  fir  ft,  I  was  much  at  a  lofs  to 
know,  but  am  now  told  by  the  Defence b,  that 
the  reafon  of  it  was,  becaufe  the  Author  wasfo 
clofc  a  Tranfcriber  from  Eufebius.  Whether 
this  was  a  fufficient  or  the  only  one,  I  leave 
the  Reader  to  judge  from  the  following  paf- 
iage  in  the  Dijjertation ,  There  are  no  other  Evi¬ 
dences  that  I  know  of,  except  theje  which  have 
been  produced c. 

IV. 

The  next  Writer  that  falls  in  the  D^xftofs 
way  is  Philoponus d,  who,  it  fee  ms,  is  readily 
granted  to  have  been  an  Original  Citer  from  Phle- 
gon ,  but  is  ft  ill  claim’d  as  a  good  Authority  on 
the  Dc&or’s  fide.  This  is  a  proof  to  me,  that 
Dr.  S.  apprehends  him  (elf  in  great  want  of  Au¬ 
thorities,  when  he  (tickles  fo  hard  for  one,  that 
in  all  equitable  conftruction  is  direftly  againft 
him.  For  Philoponus  does  himfelf,  as  I  have 
fhewn  before  at  large  e,  place  Phlegons  Eclipfc 
pxprcllly  in  Ol.  202.  4.  comparing  moreover 
the  Olympiads  with  the  years  of  Tiberius  ac¬ 
cording  to  Phlegons  own  Accounts,  and  from 
thence  inferring  that  Phlegon  muft  mean  bv  his 
Eclipfc  the  Darknefs  at  our  Saviour’s  Pafiion, 

(  b  )  Sec.  Def.  p.  21.  (  c  )  Diflert.  p.  64. 

(d)  Sec.  Def.  p.  22 ,  50,  51.  (e)  Phlegon  examined  Sec,  p.  54. 
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bee.au fe  they  both  happened  in  the  fame  year 
viz,,  the  XIX//7  of  Tiberius  and  Ol.  202.  4.  Does 
nor  this  (hew  indifputably,  that  the  fame  Phi- 
loponus  could  not  (morally  fpeakingj  place  this 
fame  Eclipfe  of  Phlegon  in  another  year,  i.  e . 
17th  of  Tiberius  and  Ol.  202.  2.?  And  if  ano¬ 
ther  year  is  express'd  in  the  prefent  corrupt  E- 
dition  of  him,  that  ’tis  manifeftly  wrong?  Yet 
plain  as  this  is,  Dr.  S.  hill  contends  for  the  nu¬ 
meral  hvrtpct),  in  fpight  of  Philoponus  himfelfand 
the  whole  tenor  of  the  context.  The  only 
rcafon  of  which  ftrong  pcrfeverance  feems  to 
be,  that  the  Dodor  thinks  it  neceflary  for  his 
hypothefis  to  have  one  pojitive  Authority,  and 
that  the  only  one  he  has  any  pretence  to,  is  that 
of  Philoponus.  If  this  too  fhould  be  quite  given 
up,  then  the  darling  Hypothefis  will  have  no¬ 
thing  to  fupport  it,  and  Phlegon  may  return  to 
the  place,  from  whence  the  Dodor  ejeded  him. 

However  let  us  hear  what  he  offers  for 
chvrzpce).  1  fee  no  reafon  to  correct  it  as  an  Error 
without  a  MS.  that  would  fhew  the  fault,  C 
Why  not,  if  his  plainly  abfurd  and  inconfiftent 
with  Philoponus  himfelf?  Eabricius  and  other 
Learned  Men  have  ventur'd  to  correct  many 
things  in  this  piece  without  a  MS.  and  why 
may  not  we  prefume  to  do  the  fame,  when  the 
Author  does  evidently  require  it?  Oh!  but  the 
Dodor  will  eafily  account  for  the  two  different 
and  clafhing  readings,  by  paralleling  the  Cafe 

( f )  Sec.  Def.  p.  5 1 . 
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of  Philoponus  with  another  that  I  had  furnifh’d 
him  with  from  the  Hifloria  Mifcella.  This  laft 
Writer,  as  I  had  obferved  §,  applied  Fhlegons  E- 
ciipfe  to  the  Darknefs  at  the  Paffion,  tho’  he 
places  the  Paffion  himfelf  in  the  17th  of  Ti¬ 
berius ,  and  allows  expreffly  that  Fhlegons  Eclipfe 
is  related  as  happening  in  the  19th .  Now  why , 
fays  Dr.  Sykes  h,  cannot  the  fame  account  be  given 
for  Philoponus  ?  Or  in  other  words,  why  can¬ 
not  Philoponus  in  the  fame  manner  apply  Phle- 
gons  Eclipfe  to  the  Paffion,  tho5  he  vice  versa 
places  the  Paffion  in  the  19th  of  Tiberius ,  and 
quotes  Pklegon  as  placing  his  Eclipfe  in  the  1 7th 
or  Oh  202.  2.  ?  I  anfwer,  becaufe  in  fad  there  is 
no  parallel  in  the  two  Cafes.  Philoponus  does 
not  only  apply  (as  the  other  does)  Fhlegons  E- 
clipfe  to  the  Paffion,  but  quotes  Phlegon  himfelf 
as  placing  his  Eclipfe  in  that  very  year,  where¬ 
in  he  places  the  Paffion  viz.  Xl Xth  of  Tibe¬ 
rius  and  Oh  202.  4.  This  makes  a  wide  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  two  Writers.  The  one 
applies  Phlegon  to  the  Paffion,  tho*  he  owns  the 
Text  of  Phlegon  is  againft  him  5  the  other  ap¬ 
peals  to  the  Text  of  Phlegon ,  and  grounds  his 
application  of  him  entirely  upon  that  Text. 
The  Words  of  Philoponus  are  thefef.  That  Phle- 


(  g )  P hlegon  examined  &c.  p.  3  1,  3  2.  (  h  )  Sec.  Def.  p.  5 1 » 

( f  )  O-n  7s  ca>  t w  t vu  Ai<r7nra  Xpifsv  ypopbzvqs  tvv 

UAi'g  E g&x,  irzpac,  Zf/jviy&v)  UpoiTOP  Sc C.  . — 

OCrt  OUlTqq  D  T1’  7ltpl  T iQtOiOV  K i^BptT  tfAMVTClf.  BclTlhiV- 

<r-tv  yap  ccutov  <I>HSIN  0  (DAEPHN  ret  tlvTzpoi  tri  7*  zx.otTo<p]S  c v- 
viwiHS'Pt’i)  oytbi 3?  Ot\vf/,7nc6h>cy  t>jv  t's  £xA«'v|/i v  yiyovivctf  TETAPT.fi 
1s  JWijjts  (jAvi/jmChi.  Philopon.  in  Genef.  Lib. 

P;  c.  si.  p.  89.  '  '  gon’% 
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pons  Eclipfe  is  no  other  than  that  which  happen¬ 
ed  at  the  crucifixion  of  our  Lord  Chrifi  -  is 

provd  from  the  Hifiory  it f elf  of  Tiberius  Casfan 
For  Phlegon  fays,  that  he  began  his  reign  in  the 
2d  year  of  Ol.  198,  and  that  the  Eclipfe  hap¬ 
pened  in  the  fourth  year  of  the  20 id  Olympiad , 
&c.  This  fure  is  fomething  more  than  a  bare 
Application  of  Phlegon 5  it  is  a  plain  quotation  of, 
and  appeal  to  Phlegon  s  own  Words  5  and  as  he 
here  evidently  refers  to  Phlegon  s  Text  for  his 
fourth  year,  that  year  can  never  be  reconcil'd  with 
fecond  year  a  few  lines  diftant,  without  fuppo- 
iing  Philoponus  to  be  either  a  moft  falfe  or  neg¬ 
ligent  Writer.  The  former  of  thefe  Charafters 
Dr.  Sykes  had  good  Nature  and  Charity  enough 
at  firft  to  fix  upon  Philoponus,  for  no  other  rea- 
fon  in  the  world,  that  I  could  apprehend,  but 
to  feuve  his  own  Hypothefis  by  keeping  indW- 
*npct) ;  but  now  upon  my  expoftulations  with  him 
on  that  head,  he  gravely  rebukes  me  for  imagin¬ 
ing  fuch  hard  Things,  and  ufing  fuch  hard 
Words,  jufl  as  if  I  thought  that  every  Man  that 
mifiakes  or  mif applies  another  s  Words,  or  by  any  means 
Iieafons  inconfiftcntly,  is  a  Knave  or  a  FoolK  Far 
be  it  from  me  to  think  any  fuch  thing  of  any 
Writer  whatfoevcr  5  but  by  this  foft  Language 
the  Do&or  would  intimate,  that  he  was  far 
from  ever  facrificing  Philoponus  for  a  Knave  or 
a  Fool,  as  I  had  ventur’d  to  charge  him ; 
and  that  all  which  he  had  faid  of  him  was 


(  24  ) 

only  to  mew,  that  he  had  mijlaken  or  mtf~ 
applied  Phlegon  by  overlight,  and  io  reafoned 
inconjifently .  Whereas  this  really  is  mere  Ar* 
tifice  and  Evalions  for  the  Do&or  reprefented 
Philoponus  as  talking  in  confidently  by  deftgn,  as 
wilfully  mifquoting  &  mi  [’applying  Phlegon ,•  as 
forcing  Phlegon  into  his  Service  contrary  to  the  ex¬ 
press  Words  of  Phlegon  then  lying  before  him  K 
What  is  this  but  calling  Philoponus  a  Knave, 
the’ in  other  Words?  Since  he  could  not  ad, 
as  Dr.  A.  reprefents  him,  without  being  fuch 
a  man,  and  deferving  that  Name.  Hard  there¬ 
fore  as  this  Word  is,  Dr.  Sykes  might  himfelf 
have  heftowed  it  on  him,  ft  nee  he  charges  him 
with  the  Thing .  The  favour  is  pretty  much 
the  fame,  whether  you  give  him  that  Title,  of 
reprefent  him  as  deferving  ir.  However  now, 
it  feems,  the  Doctor  will  be  fo  kind  as  to  favc 
the  Honejly  of  Philoponus ,  face  his  End  may  be 
ferv’d  another  wav.  To  (ecu re  his  Jevreow  he 
will  now  only  make  him  a  Dreamer  5  that  is, 
he  maintains,  tha  t  Philoponus  aim  oft  in  the  fame 
breath  did  really  quote  Phlegon  as  placing  his 
Eclipfe  in  two  different  years  in  the  (eccnd  and 
fourth  year  of  Ol.  202.  A  great  piece  of  Conde- 
icenfion  truly  1  which  pays  fuch  a  Compliment: 
to  Philoponus ,  as  that  Writer  wculd  reject  with 
a  juft  Scorn  and  indignation,  and  fuch  as  few 
Men  pretending  to  Candour  and  impartiality 
would,  I  think,  ever  force  upon  him.  I  leave 

(  i )  Firfl:  Dcf.  p.  42. 
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if  therefore  to  every  one*  to  pronounce  upon 
it*  as  he  pleafes,  and  go  on  to  confidcr  \vha£ 
the  Dodor  objeds  to  my  Latin  Writers, 

v. 

JeroM,  fays  Dr.  Sykei %  was  a  profejfed 
TranflatorofEutebius,  and  therefore  he  is  no  addi¬ 
tional  Evidence  ;  and  Anaftafius  too  profefjes  in 
terms  that  he  tranfates  Eufebius.  A  mighty 
difeovery  indeed!  When  I  myfelf  had  de¬ 
clared  all  this  very  frankly  before,  as  the  Reader 
may  fee  by  confulting  my  Treatifeb.  I  there 
produc'd  both  Jercm  and  Anaftafius  as  trans¬ 
lating  Eufebius ;  and  nly  chief  defign  in  pro¬ 
ducing  thefe  Authorities,  was  to  fettle  and  as¬ 
certain  the  Text  of  Eufebius ,  which  was  then 
much  difputed  by  Dr.  Sykes,  and  affirmed  to 
be  very  doubtful  and  precarious.  We  were 
told,  that  we  could  not  be  certain,  whether  it 
Should  be  b\  or  S'*,  and  A  or  B  were  offer’d 
as  the  true  and  more  probable  numeral  in 
Eufebius $  to  obviate  and  Silence  which  little 
exceptions*  thole  Latin  Tranftators  were  intro¬ 
duc’d,  who  plainly  confirmed  the  numeral 
by  their  quarto  anno ,  and  in  that  refpeft  were 
fo  many  diftincl  and  pofitive  T elf i monies  a* 
gainft  Kepler  and  Dr.  Sykes.  So  that  if  they 
anfwer’d  that  End,  it  was  Sufficient  for  me, 

(a  )  See.  Def  p.  (b)  Phlegm  examined  p.  it,  t  § ,  to. 
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snd  all  that  I  wanted.  I  obferv'd  indeed  that 
even  thefe  tho’  profefled  Tranjlators  of  Eufe- 
bius ,  were  probably  fomething  more  than 
bare  Tranjlators ,  and  had  confulted  Phiegons 
Original  Olympiads*,  being  both  of  them  Men 
of  Learning,  and  capable  of  confulting  that 
Author.  As  to  Jerom  the  Cafe  is  clear,  that 
he  had  feen  and  read  ?hlegony  for  he  expreffly 
refers  to  him  in  his  Hebrew  £>ueJlions  upon  Ge- 
wejtsc.  And  as  to  Anajlafius,  he  is  known  to  have 
been  a  Scholar ,  and  befides  that,  was  qualified 
fufficiently  by  his  Office  of  Bibliothecanus  or 
Library  ^Keeper  at  Rome  for  a  diligent  and  curi¬ 
ous  fearch  after  Books,  and  was  probably  pre¬ 
fend  to  that  Office  for  his  Extraordinary  A- 
bilities  in  point  of  Literature.  Thefe  Circum- 
fiances  alone,  tho'  they  will  not  prove  direct - 
ly ,  that  he  ever  did  in  fact  confult  Phlegony 
nor  were  urg'd  by  me  as  fufficient  to  prove 
fo  much,  yet  they  give  him  a  great  advantage 
over  any  modern ,  by  (hewing  him  to  be  ca¬ 
pable  of  doing  it;  and  by  making  him  in  that 
fcnfe  an  original  Teftimony.  For  we  may  ar¬ 
gue  at  leaft  negatively  from  thence,  that  no  one 
has  any  right  to  pronounce  that  he  never  did 
confult  Rhlegony  and  compare  Eufebius  with 
his  Original;  which  may  be  pronounc'd  of  any 
moderny  how  learned  and  inquifitive  foever. 


(  c)  Legamus  Varronis  de  Antiquitatibus  Libros,  &  Sifinnit 
Capitonis;  &  Gr&cum  Phlegonta ,  csetcrofque  eruditiilimos  Viros. 
Hieron,  Quadtion,  Hebraic,  in  Genef.  cap.  X.  v.  4. 
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This  was  all  I  defin'd  as  to  him,  and  all  that  I  in» 
tended  by  fetting  forth  his  Age  and  Abilities. 

The  other  two  Latins,  Freculphus  and  the 
Hifloria  Mifcella>  as  they  quote  Phlegon  in  their 
Hiftories,  without  any  mention  of  Eufebius  or 
reference  to  him,  were  indeed  confidered  in 
another  view,  and  urg'd  as  dired  and  pofitive 
Teftimonies.  But  Dr.  Sykes  can  by  no  means 
allow  them  to  be  fuch.  For,  fays  he,  Frecul¬ 
phus  tranfcriUd  verbatim  }  eromh  Latin  Verfion 
of  Eufebius,  and  the  Mifcella  Hiftoria  truncates 
Eufebius.  It  is  granted  they  do  fo,  but  how 
does  it  appear,  that  they  went  no  farther  than 
Eufebius ,  and  that  they  never  look'd  into  Phle¬ 
gon  himfelf?  This  we  cannot  or  ought  not 
to  conclude  immediately,  becaufe  one  trans¬ 
lates  EufebiuSy  and  the  other  tranfcribes  a  Latin 
Verfion  of  him.  I  am  fenfible  indeed,  that  the 
very  ad  of  trmfcribing  will  create  ftrong  pre¬ 
judices  againft  them,  and  will  be  judged  by 
many  a  convincing  Proof,  that  they  took  all 
their  Knowledge  and  Account  of  Phlegon  from 
Eufebius .  But  this  fort  of  Argument  (tho'  often 
us'd  in  other  Cafes )  is  by  no  means  conclu- 
five  and  fatisfadory  to  me.  For  however  ftrange 
it  may  appear  to  us  Moderns ,  'tis  certain  that 
among  the  Antients  both  Greeks  and  Romms  it 
was  a  common  pradife  for  one  Writer  to 
quote  an  Author  in  the  Words  of  another, 
tho*  he  had  feen  the  Author  himfelf,  and  was 
well  acquainted  with  him.  I  could  give  a 
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great  number  of  Inftances  of  this  kind,  if  this 
was  a  proper  place  for  large  Colle&ions  $  but 
at  prefent  a  few  Examples  from  one  Writer 
may  fuffice,  and  that  Writer  fhall  be  a  Latin  one, 
as  thofe  are  which  are  now  under  debate.  Macro- 
bins  quotes  Varro  after  this  manner.  M.  Varro 
in  Libro  rerum  Human  arum  quam  de  diebus  feripfit. 
Homines,  in  quit ,  qui  ex  media  node  ad  proxi- 
mam  mediamnoftem  his  horis  viginti  quatuor 
nati  funt,  uno  die  nati  dicuntur,  £>uib us  verbis 
it  a  videtur  dierum  obfervationem  divifijj'e ,  ut  &cd. 
Now  this  whole  paifage  together  with  the  In¬ 
troduction  and  Comment  following  is  tran- 
feribed  verbatim  from  Gellius %  as  any  one  may 
fee,  that  will  compare  the  two  Writers.  So 
again.  The  fame  Author  quotes  Virgil  thus : 
Virgilius  quoque  id  ipfum  ojlendit ,  ut  hominem 
decuit  poetic  as  res  agent  em  reconditd  atque  operta 
veteris  rittis  fignificatione, 

— -  Torquet,  in  quit ,  medios  nox  humi- 
da  curfus, 

Et  me  faevus  equis  Oriens  affiavit  anhelis. 
His  enim  verbis  diem>  quern  Romani  civilem  ap- 
pellaverunt ,  a  fextd  nociis  hora  oriri  admonet*. 
This  paifage  too  from  Beginning  to  End  is 
taken  word  for  word  from  the  fame  Gellius s. 
In  the  fame  manner  has  he  quoted  C<efarl\ 
and  Claudius  jQnadrigarius  *,and  forty  more.  And 

(  d)  Macrob.  Saturnal.  Lib.  I.  c.  3.  (  e)  A.Gell.  No£. 

Attic.  Lib.  III.  c.  2.  (  f)  Macrob.  ibid.  {  g)  Id.  ibid. 

(  h  )  Id.  Lib.  I.  c.  v.  Conf.  Gell.  L.  I.  c.  x. 

(i)  Id.  Lib.  I.  c.  xvi.  Conf.  Gell.  L.  V.  c.  xvii. 
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yet  no  one, I  believe,  imagines,  that  Macrolius  had 
not ronfulted  Virgil ,  Varro ,  Cffar,  and  Claudius,  tho* 
he  does  not  tranferibe  their  Words  immediately 
from  the  Original,  but  from  Gellius  who  went 
before  him.  Neither  is  Macrobius  fingular  in 
this  way  of  quoting  Authors,  but  as  I  faid  be¬ 
fore,  it  was  a  common  pra&ife  among  Greeks 
and  Latins,  profane  and  Ecclefiaftical.  Why 
therefore  may  not  Freculphus  and  the  Hi  ft  or  ia 
Mifcella  do  the  fame,  and  yet  be  in  effect  ori¬ 
ginal  Tefoimomcs  ?  As  to  Freculphus ,  he  allures 
us  himfelf,  that  the  paftages  which  he  quotes  by 
Name  from  antient  Writers  are  reprefented  by 
him,  as  he  found  them  in  the  Authors  them- 
fel ves  5  fententias  illorum ,  fays  he,  affumpfi ,  ut  in  fuh 
habentur  Libris k.  If  fo,  there  is  certainly  no  rea~ 
fon,  why  Phlegon  fhould  be  excepted  out  of  the 
Number.  And  as  to  Paulus  Warnefridus  the  Au¬ 
thor  of  the  Hijloria  Mifcella ,  his  great  Character 
for  Learning  in  the  Age  he  liv’d,  and  his  skill  in 
Hiftory,  are  fo  many  Arguments  in  his  favour^ 
and  a  juft  foundation  for  prefuming*  that  Phle¬ 
gon  was  not  unknown  to  him,  tho’  he  chofe  to 
fpeak  of  him  in  the  Words  of  Fufebius.  But  this, 
you  will  fay,  is  nothing  more  than  a  preemption  $ 
’tis  no  direct  Evidence  that  he  actually  confulted 
Phlegon.  Very  true:  nor  am  I  oblig'd  in  all  Cafes 
of  this  kind  to  produce  direct  Evidence .  The 
Quotation  itfelf  of  Phlegon  is  evidence  fufficient, 
unlefs  you  prove  fomething  pofitiyely  to  the 

|  k)  Freculph.  Prsef.  Chroi}. 
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contrary.  Now  I  fay,  that  his  quoting  Phle- 
gon  in  the  words  of  Eufebius  is  no  proof,  that 
he  either  had  not  feeny  or  had  not  Phlevon 
then  lying  before  him.  For  it  was  common 
to  many  others  befides  him  to  ufe  the  words  of 
an  eminent  Writer,  as  Eufebius  was ,  rather 
than  his  own.  If  indeed  a  Man  of  no  Cha- 
rafter  tranfcribes ,  we  may  juftly  lufpeft  that  he 
only  tranfcribes.  But  Paulus  was  a  Man  of  that 
reputation  for  Learning,  that  Charles  the  Great 
invited  him  into  France  to  alfid  in  erefting 
Schools  and  Academies,  and  to  be  one  of  the 
Redorers  of  Learning  in  that  Nation.  In  which 
Office  he  acquitted  himfelf  fo  well,  that  he 
became  a  chief  favourite  with  Charles ,  and  was 
much  courted  and  admir'd  by  all  Men  of 
Letters1.  This  makes  a  great  difference  in  the 
Cafe,  and  fhould  incline  us  to  put  the  belt  ra¬ 
ther  than  the  word  Condruftion  upon  him : 
We  fhould  not  reject  him  abfolutely  as  no  ori¬ 
ginal  Teftimonyat  all;  for  that  he  may  be,  and 
mod  probably  was  as  to  the  Knowledge  of 
Phlegon ,  tho'  not  in  the  form  of  quoting  him. 
At  lead  neither  He  nor  Freculphus  nor  any  o- 
ther  Writer,  that  liv’d  while  Phlegons  Works 
were  in  Being,  are  like  modern  Tranfcribers  or 
Tranflators  of  Eufebius ,  fuch  as  Ufher ,  Grotius 
and  Huetius  &c.  The  latter  could  only  tran- 

{  1  )  Vid.  VoiT.  Hiftor.  Lat.  L.  II.  c.  30.  Cave.  Hiftor. 
Literar.  Vol.  I.  p.493.  Oudin.de  Scriptor.  Ecclef.  Tom.  I. 
p.  1023.  Fol. 
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Scribe,  being  wholly  deftitute  of  the  Original ; 
but  the  former  could  eafily  have  recourfe  to 
Vhlegon  himfelf,  whenever  they  plealed.  This 
is  a  Circumftance,  which  gives  to  the  Antients 
much  more  Authority  in  the  prefent  Cafe® 
than  the  moderns  however  great  and  Learned 
can  poffibly  require  5  and  therefore  the  diftin- 
ftion  between  them  is  neceffary  to  be  obferv- 
ed  in  oppofition  to  Dr.  Sykes,  who  confound¬ 
ed  them  one  with  another,  and  put  them  all 
upon  a  level m. 

But  if  thefe  may  be  called  original  Tefti« 
monies,  then  Malela  and  Maximus ,  fays  Dr. 
Sykes* ,  have  an  equal  right  to  that  Title* 
For  they  liv'd  within  the  fame  times,  and  have 
quoted  Phlegon,  as  well  as  the  others.  Here 
we  have  two  Writers  more,  of  whom  no 
mention  was  made  in  the  Differtation  $  and 
which  at  that  time,  1  fuppofe,were  not  knowu 
to  Dr.  S.  as  he  knew  of  no  other  Evidences,  ex¬ 
cept  thofe  which  were  then  produc'd0.  But  to 
punifh  us  for  producing  them,  they  are  now  it 
feems  to  be  turned  againft  us,  and  overthrow 
our  own  reafonings.  I  muft  confefs  indeed, 
they  both  did  live  within  the  time  fpccified,  but 
they  are  not  to  be  ranked  with  the  other  Wri¬ 
ters,  nor  are  they  of  the  fame  Authority,  be- 
caufe,  as  I  hinted  before  p,  they  neither  of  them 
quote  the  very  words  of  Phlegon .  As  to  Max- 

(  m  )  Firft  Def.  p.  6,  7,  (  n  )  See.  Def.  p.  27. 

(  o)  Diftertat.  p.  6p.  (p)  Phlegm  examined &c.  p.  19. 
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imus7  nothing  can  be  more  evident  at  fit  ft 
fight  5  He  only  fays  in  loofe  and  general  terms* 
that  Phlegon  in  the  13  th  Book  of  his  Chronicles  in  the 
20 id  Olympiad  takes  notice  of  this  Eclipfe  <3.  What 
is  this  to  the  original  Words  of  Phlegon ,  fet  forth 
by  EufebiuSy  Philoponus ,  and  the  reft?  ’Tistruehe 
differs  from  the  others  in  the  Olympiad ,  but  in 
fo  indeterminate  and  inaccurate  a  way,  that  no 
ftrefs  can  be  reafonably  laid  upon  it  3  and  if  any 
regard  is  to  be  paid  to  it,  let  the  Do&or  remem¬ 
ber,  that  he  comes  much  nearer  to  Ol.  202. 
4.  than  to  Ol.  201.  4.  or  202.  1.  And  as  to 
Malela ,  he  plainly  fubftitutesr  the  years  of 
Tiberius  horn  his  own  Conjecture  inftead  of  the 
Olympiad  exprefs’d  in  Phlegon  5  and  fo  is  of  no 
ufe  in  determining  the  original  year  of  his  E- 
clipfe.  This  is  not  gratis  faid ,  as  the  Do&oH 
would  perfiiade  us;  for  if  Phlegon  himfelf  had 
noted  the  year  oiTiberius,  how  comes  it  to  pafs, 
that  not  one  of  all  the  other  Writers  gives 
us  the  leaft  intimation  of  it  ?  And  why  does 
Philoponus  take  fo  round  about  a  way  by  long 
Calculations  to  fhew  the  year  of  Tiberius  in 
which  this  Eclipfe  happened,  if  that  year  was 


(  q  )  Mi.ypvvjTM  pi  y.rjj  <t>Xi^o)V  0  E XpovoygoMp'x;  Iv  r£/cr- 
xc&f£i>cUTa>  'ti.v  iv  rvj  cry'.  C)Avyj7ncc.h  rviq  E^A 

Tuuryis,  7raf?p  tv  itctfoq  riyaiv  ytvix^,  ou  fSy  rev  Tp07tnv  ccviycx^St 
Maxim,  in  Schol,  p.  97. 

(  r)  T J  ox.'ntiKou^KiZTco  rnq  P>x<tiX&ops  T K edempoq  lyi- 
mtv  JhxAe-iY^'s  yuiyi^Tj  7tM ov  t  tyvup notvcriv  7rpoTrPov‘  u~ 

7rvpy*v  up#,  tary  rvjq  v/upspop;  tc,  tvvc  oc?ipu,c  (pdfvt^.  Malela  p.  3  10. 
Ipfa  Phlegontis  verba  non  producit  Auftor  nofter.  Annot.  in  loc. 
(  f )  Sec.  Def.  p.  29. 
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marked  ready  to  his  hands  by  Phlegon  hlmfeiE 
who  then  lay  before  him?  Befides.  this  MaleU 
is  known  to  be  fo  negligent  and  ignorant  a 
Writer  a,  and  his  Credit  and  Authority  is  now 
io  very  low,  that  hisTeftimony  has  very  little 
weight  in  it.  And  for  this  reafon  it  was, 
that  I  laid  no  more  of  him  in  my  former  Dif- 
courfe.  An  Original  he  may  be  as  much  as  the 
Doctor  pleafes,  and  in  more  fenfes  than  one  9 
but  he  is  fuch  an  Original,  as  I  willingly  reiign 
into  his  Hands,  and  with  him  all  polliblc  fuc- 
cds  with  it. 

VI. 

/ 

I  conic  now  in  the  laft  place  to  Ettfebius i 
who  is  an  Author  fo  eminent  and  confiderable* 
fo  full  and  exprefs  in  the  Cafe  of  Phlegm,  that 
Dr.  Sykes  cannot  fuffer  his  Teftimony  to  hand 
without  exception,  tho3  none  can  be  better  c- 
ftablifli’d,  or  more  ftrongiy  attefted,  than  it  is* 
One  would  think  that  fo  many  Trmjlators and 
Tranfc fibers  of  it,  in  different  Ages  and  Places, 
without  the  leaf!  variation  as  to  Phlegon,  might 
fix  and  afeertain  the  truth  of  it  in  his  Opinion 
beyond  all  doubt  and  contradiction.  Yet  he 
cannot  be  prevail’d  with  to  acquiefcc  in  its  he 
cannot  depend  upon  his  Numbers ,  it  is  fill  a  que- 
ft  ion  whether  he  has  given  us  the  paftfdge  of  Ph  lo¬ 
gon  exactly  or  not  j.  I  really  fhould  be  glad  to 

(  a  )  Vid.  Hod'ii  Prolegom.  in  Malel.  §.  z"7.  Ben  del  Epillol, 
pod  Ad  del.  (  f  }  S«c.  Def,  p.  9,  iq. 
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know,  what  fort  or  quantity  of  proof  Dr.  S, 
would  require  in  fuch  a  Cafe,  if  this  will  not 
fatisfy  him.  To  what  purpole  are  any  antient 
Authorities,  that  can  be  produced,  if  thefe  will 
not  convince  him?  But,  it  feems,  th  c  ground  of  his 
doubt  is,  that  Eufebius  fome times  very  much  mijlook , 
or  confounded  times  in  other  Authors ,  and  dragged 
into  his  frvice  pa  jj ages,  which  had  no  relation  to 
the  Subject  in  hand.  For  which  reafon  it  may  jujlly 
he  enquired ,  whether  he  has  dealt  more  fairly  by 
Fhlegon  than  he  has  done  in  the  fame  place  by 
ether  Authors  and  other  facts .  This  is  the  Sum 
of  his  Objection,  darted  firft  in  the  Differ  tat  ion *, 
dropped  afterwards  by  the  fame  as  foreign  to 
the  point,  bccaufe  the  mere  Words  of  Eufebius 
were  nothing  to  the  Chronological  Character  of 
Fhlegon  himfelfh ,  now  reviv'd  by  the  Defence 
as  the  only  one  left,  and  juft  as  foreign  and  trif¬ 
ling  as  ever.  For  we  are  not  enquiring  in  the 
prefent  Cafe,  whether  Eufebius  applied  Fhlegon 
juftly  or  not,  but  whether  his  quotation  of  him 
is  clear  and  certain  as  to  the  reading.  That 
it  is  fo,  I  appeal  to  the  other  Greek  Writers 
who  cite  Phlecon ,  and  to  the  Latin  Writers  who 
tranflate  Eufebius .  The  former  fhew  plainly, 
that  he  quoted  Fhlegon  fairly ,  and  the  latter 
that  his  prefent  Greek  Text  is  the  true  one, 
and  that  it  is  not  to  be  altered  as  Kepler ,  Dr. 
Sykes ,  and  others  would  have  it. 

To  confirm  all  which,  and  to  demonflrate, 


f  *  )  DiUcrt.  p 


4  6, 


(  b  )  Ibid,  p.  48. 
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that  no  Argument  is  to  be  drawn  from  the 
Application  of  an  Author  in  Eufebius  to /the 
bare  quotation  of  one,  I  will  now  give  an  In- 
(lance  from  that  very  paflage  of  Eufebius , 
where  Phlegon  is  produc’d  by  him.  Eufebius 
does  there  cite  Jofephus  as  relating,  that  at  a 
certain  time*  upon  the  Bay  of  Pent  ecofi  the  Pr  lefts 
perceiv’d  fir  ft  an  Earthquake  and  No  ij  e,  and  next 
heard  a  Voice  like  that  of  a  Multitude  from  the 
rnnermofi  part  of  the  Temple  crying  out  in  thefe 
words ,  let  us  depart  hence.  Now  here  'tis  allow¬ 
ed  Eufebius  misapplies  this  Paflage  of  Jofephm 
in  refpeft  of  Time,  but  yet  he  quotes  it  exacily 
as  to  fen fe-,  neither  adding  nor  omitting  any 
one  word  that  was  material.  Some  little  Va¬ 
riations  indeed  there  are,  becaufe  he  does  not 
profe fs  to  recite  the  very  Words  of  Jofephus , 
he  does  thole  of  Phlegon ;  but  they  are  very 
few  and  of  no  moment ,  neither  favour¬ 
ing  the  Application  of  Eufebius*  nor  difguifing 
the  true  fenfe  of  the  Hiftorian.  Hence  there¬ 
fore  you  fee,  the  integrity  of  Eufebius  is  fc- 
cure,  tho’  he  happens  to  err  in  judgment  $  he 
may  be  trufled  very  fafely  for  the  words  of  an 
Author,  however  lie  may  miflake  and  mifin- 
terpret  him.  He  did  not  wilfully  mi  (apply  on 
purpofe  to  deceive  his  Reader,  pr  to  Serve  a 


( *'  )  Kara!  r7z,j$  otimut,  %pov.ov$  I&oktzth;  l^opH  cu  yf/jzpot  nsvrt]- 
KOWS)  ygj  xtS,tov  Itpzctt;  7?p6)-nv,  zt&tk  <f)&nr>i$ 

$8poc& c,  zvttdzv  oi~o  &  Itzai 7Bny  hpoZ  o-urciq  pquiocnv  Mstzc~ 

£<qv&\toiy  'Lrzvdsv.  Eirfcb.  Chron  Grasc.  p.  20 2,  Ed.  1658.  Cor^f. 
Tofcph.  Bell  Jud.  L.  vi.  c.  v.  Ed.  Haverc, 
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Caufe  5  but  for  want  fometimes  of  a  due  at¬ 
tention  to  the  Author  before  him  5  which  lit¬ 
tle  defeft  Men  of  infinite  reading,  as  he  was, 
and  converfant  with  fuch  a  vaft  variety  of  Au¬ 
thors  and  Subjects  cannot  always  avoid,  and 
may  well  be  excufed.  But  if  one  inftance  of 
this  kind  will  not  convince  Dr.  Sykes,  and  re¬ 
move  his  Sufpicions,  I  can  eafily  refer  him  to 
feveral  others,  and  particularly  tp  fome  remark¬ 
able  ones  in  Eufebius  s  Ecclefuflical  Hijlory.  In 
that  Work  among  others  we  have  two  large 
extracts  from  Philo  and  JoJephus 5  both  which 
are  mifinterpreted  and  mifapplied  by  Eufebius , 
and  yet  are  both  reprefented  as  to  words  with 
the  greateft  fidelity  and  exaftnefs,  as  may  ap¬ 
pear  to  any  one,  that  will  compare  the  Authors 
themfelves  with  the  Fathers  citations  of them  j*. 
To  what  purpofe  then  is  the  Doctor’s  excep¬ 
tion  againft  Eufebius  with  regard  to  Phlegon  ? 
Since  he  not  only  applies ,  but  produces  the  very 
words  of  that  Writer,  as  he  declares  him  fell ; 
and  thoJ  he  (hould  be  fuppos’d  to  mi f apply  him 
with  refpeft  to  Time ,  which  he  certainly  has 
nor,  yet  his  literal  quotation  of  him  may  be 
jufily  depended  upon.  To  me  it  feems  as  e- 
vident  as  any  thing  of  this  kind  can  be,  that 
the  Greek  of  Phlegon  in  Eufebius  is  genuine  and 
clear  as  to  the  reading  of  it ;  and  I  mult  in- 

(  f  )  Vid.  Eafeb.  Hiftor.  Eccl.  L.  I  c.  x.  Conf.  Jofeph.  Antiq. 
L.  XV  III.  c.  2.  n  2.  Ed.  Haverc.  Id.  ibid.  L.  II.  c.  xvii.  p. 
67.  Ed.  Cant.  Conf.  Philon.  Vit.  Contemplat  pag.  892.  Ed. 
Par.  1641. 
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fift  very  ftrongly  upon  it,  that  there  is  not  the 
leaft  room  or  colour  for  doubting  it,  whatever 
Dr.  S.  may  pretend  to  the  contrary. 

And  now  i  take  the  liberty  once  more  of 
aflerting,  that  here  are  no  Ids  than  feven  an- 
tient  Writers  all  concurring  in  one  uniform 
reprefentation  of  a  Fragment  of  Phlegon,  and 
in  one  reading  of  a  controverted  Numerah 
Out  of  which  feven,  three  are  Greek  and  origi¬ 
nal  Teftimonies  in  the  higheft  fenfe,  as  they 
ail  appear  without  the  leaft  mark  or  form  of 
Tranfcribers ;  and  thefe  alone  to  any  reafonable 
Critick  would  be  fufficient  to  afeertain  the 
true  reading  of  Phlegon .  But  befides  thefe,  we 
have  alfo  four  Latins ,  who  are  all  additional  E~ 

* vidences  for  me  and  againft  Dr.  Sykes ;  for  let 
them  tr (inflate  or  tranferibe  never  fo  much,  they 
greatly  confirm  the  Teftimony  of  the  others 
both  by  their  Tranflations  and  Tranfcripts ,  and 
give  a  new  weight  and  Authority  to  if.  By 
one  they  fix  the  Text  of  Eufebtus  beyond  dis¬ 
pute,  and  by  the  other  they  attejl  the  truth 
and  exactnds  of  his  quotation  in  not  correct¬ 
ing  and  contradicting  it,  when  they  had  it  in 
their  power.  In  this  view,  if  no  other,  they 
are  to  us  very  ufeful  and  valuable  5  and  as 
they  manifeftly  increafe  our  ftrength,  muft 
be  added  to  our  numbers  by  the  Do&ors  leave, 
and  cfteerrfd  as  ferviceablc  auxiliaries. 
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VII. 

Hitherto  I  have  been  employed  in  re- 
felling  my  Foundations,  as  the  Doctor  calls  them* 
and  1  hope  with  pretty  tolerable  fuccefs,  hav¬ 
ing  oppos’d  every  attempt  that  has  been  made 
upon  them,  and  guarded  againft  every  Elow 
chat  look'd  formidable  and  threatned  their  Ruin. 
This  done,  I  am  to  engage  with  the  Doctors 
Forces,  which  he  thinks,  are  recover’d  out  of 
that  little  diforder,  1  had  put  them  into  before, 
and  are  prepared  to  make  a  (land  and  to  keep 
their  ground.  He  begins0  with  Africanus ,  from 
whom  an  Objection  was  drawn  againft  the 
common  reading  of  Phlegon  after  this  manner* 
Africams  applied  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  to  the  Dark- 
nefs  at  the  Paftion  $  now  the  Paftion  accord¬ 
ing  to  him  was  in  the  1  $th  of  Tiberius,  there¬ 
fore  he  fuppofed  that  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  was  like- 
wife  in  the  15 th  of  Tiberius ,  and  confequently 
read  in  Phlegon  Oi.  201.  4.  not  Ol.  202*  4. 
This  in  fhort  is  the  Sum  and  the  whole  ftrength 
of  the  Objection.  In  anfwer  to  which  I  ob- 
ferv'd  d,  that  this  was  no  pofitive  and  conclu¬ 
de  proof  againft  the  reading  of  Phlegon  in  Eu- 
fe'bius ,  becaufe  Africanus  might  apply  Phlegons 
Eclipfe  to  the  Darknefs  at  the  Paftion  either 
by  miftake,  for  want  of  comparing  critically 
the  Olympiads  with  the  years  of  Tiberius ;  Or, 

v)  Sec.  Def.  p.  30  (d)  Phlegon  examined  See.  p.  26. - 3?. 
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foecaufe  he  might  imagine,  that  Phlegon  himfelf 
was  miftaken  in  the  year,  as  iiving  lo  long 
after  the  time.  And  to  make  thefe  Suppofi- 
tions  the  more  probable,  I  gave  fome  Inftam 
ces  of  fuch  mifapplications  both  in  antient  and 
modern  Writers,  with  my  Reafons  for  not 
admitting  fuch  indirect  and  conjectural  Evi¬ 
dence  againft  that  which  is  pofitive  and  direCf, 
arifing  trom  plain  and  exprefs  Quotations.  Now 
^  what  fays  the  Second  Defence  ?  Why  it  will, 
not  be  fo  rigorous  and  confident  as  the  Differ - 
tat  ion  was,  it  does  not  infift  upon  direCt  and 
neceftary  Confequences  againft  us,  but  candid¬ 
ly  allows  either  of  the  Cafes  I  mentioned  to 
be  pofible,  without  pretending  to  more  than  a 
probable  Conjecture  on  his  fide.  This  is  very 
humble  and  gracious,  and  makes  full  amends 
for  fome  little  Exceptions  that  areftill  remain¬ 
ing.  Tor  if  Africanus  might  poffibly  mifapply 
Phlegon  for  either  of  thofe  Reafons,  then  cer¬ 
tainly  Africanus  might  poffibly  read  Phlegon  juft 
as  Eufebms  did,  and  therefore  he  proves  nothing 
direftly  and  nccefiarily  againft  Eufebms.  Q.  E.  R 
Dr.  Sykes  may  perhaps  reply,  that  our  account 
of  Africanus  is  only  poffible ,  but  that  his  is  moft 
probable  and  natural.  I  grant,  in  other  Cir~ 
cumftances  it  might  be  fo,  but  it  is  not  in  the 
prefent.  If  Africanus  flood  alone,  and  no  Au¬ 
thors  had  prefer v’d  the  very  Words  of  Phlegon , 
then  indeed  I  fhould  interpret  Africanus ,  as  the 
Doftor  has  done?  becaufe  there  would  appear 
to  me  then  no  fubftantlal  Ren  fen  againft  it. 
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But  in  the  prefcnt  Cafe  there  is  plain  Evidence 
from  exprefs  Quotations  againft  fuch  an  Inter¬ 
pretation  of  him,  which  renders  it  of  no  force 
and  validity,  and  makes  it  the  leaf  probable  of 
any..  Cafes  of  this  kind  often  happen  as  to 
other  Authors,  and  the  rule  which  is  conftant- 
ly  obferv’d  by  Criticks  in  fuch  Cafes,  and  that 
with  the  greateft  reafon  and  judgment,  as  I 
faid  before,  is  to  follow  exprefs  Quotations  of 
Authors  in  eppofition  to  any  lcofc  applications 
of  them.  Otherwife  there  would  be  endlefs 
confufion  in  old  Writers,  and  the  genuine 
Text  would  be  loft  in  a  monftrous  variety  of 
Gloffes  and  Corruptions. 

But  ’tis  farther  objected  with  great  Em- 
phafis  and  Emotion,  that  Afrtcanus  is  not  the 
only  Perfon  concerned,  but  with  him  Origen 
and  Tertullian ,  and  all  the  old  Chrtflians ,  or  very 
near  all  for  above  two  hundred  years  together 
For,  it  feems,  They  all  agreed  in  the  fame  year , 
and  apply  Phlegon  to  that  year ,  which,  fays  he, 
is  not  conceivable  if  they  all  read  Phlegon’*  words , 
as  Eufebius  afterwards  pub  lifted  them .  This  re¬ 
ally  is  aftonifhine  News  to  me.  What!  All 

*  kA 

the  old  ChrifiianSy  for  above  two  hundred  years  to¬ 
gether  apply  Phlegon  to  their  year  of  the  Faff  on! 
for  my  part  I  know  of  no  more  than  two 
before  Eufebius  that  ever  mention  his  Name, 
viz,.  Africanus  and  Origen  5  and  I  know  of  but 
one  more,  that  may  fccm  to  allude  to  him, 
without  naming  him  cxpreiTly,  and  that  Perfon 

(  c  )  Sec.  Def.  p.  30,  }», 
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is  Tertullian*  As  to  any  others,  I  confefs  in- 
genuaufly,  they  are  utter  Strangers  to  me,  and 
1  never  heard  one  tittle  about  them  5  being 
therefore  at  prefent  quire  in  the  dark  as  to 
them,  I  fhould  be  glad  to  be  informed  by  Dr. 
S.  where  this  troop  of  Old  Chrifliam  and  Aten 
of  Literature  is  to  be  found.  In  the  mean  time 
thole  Chriflims  that  are  vfble  give  me  no  di- 
ftnrbance;  Tertullim  has  not  a  iy liable  about 
Phlegon,  and  his  a  great  doubt  with  me  whether 
he  ever  alludes  to  him  *5  and  as  to  Origin,  Dr. 
S.  fure  of  all  Men  has  the  lead:  right  or  re  a  foil 
to  cite  him  in  this  Cafe.  For  Orwen  in  his 

O 

Latin  Tr  aft  at  us  fo  often  urg'd  and  fo  much 
valued  bv  the  Defter  is  filent  as  to  Phltpcn 

*  o 

(*)  I  am  fenfible ,  that  many  Learned  "Men  heme  /appos'd  i  ertu Ilian 
to  allude  to  Phlegon  in  that  pafjdge  of  his  Apology,  Deliquium 
titique  putaverunt,  qui  id  quoque  fuper  Chriito  prsedicatum  non 
fcieritnt.  And  'tis  no  wonder,  that  they  Jhould  interpret  Ter  t.ul- 
lian  after  this  manner,  before  the  following  Words  were  pub- 
lifhsd  by  Rigaltius,  ratione  non  deprehensa  negaverunt.  But  now 
thefe  Words  are  added ,  there  feems  to  be  a,  frong  GbjeFtion  again ji 
making  any'  all uf  on  to  Phlegon,  becaufe  ’ tis  certain  that  he  newer 
denied  the  faff  itfelf  of  the  Darknefs ,  as  thofe  Perfons  did  of  whom 
Tertullian  /peaks.  Wherefore  ’ tis  my  Opinion ,  that  Tertallian 
here  means  fome  captious  Philosophers  or  jews,  who  talked  or 
Wrote  again/  the  Chri/ian  accounts  of  the  P affion  after  this 
manner',  and  I  think  that  Jerom  may  dire  Pc  us  to  Juch  an  Expojt- 
tion  of  him.  He  fays,  Qui  feripferunt  contra  Ewangelia ,  fuipicantur 
deliquium  folis,  quod  certis  ftatutifque  temporibus  accidere  folet* 
diicipulos  Chrifii  ob  imperitiam  fuper  refurrcdfcioiie  Domini  in- 
terpretatos ;  quum  defeplus  folis  nunquam  nifi  ortu  Lunas  fieri  fo- 
leat.  Nulliautem  dubium  eft,  Pafchaj  tempore  Lunam  fuifle 
plcnifiirnam.  Comm  in  Matt.  Lib  4.  cap.  28.  If  the  Reader 
will  compare  this  P affage  of  Jerom  with  Tertullian  here  and  O- 
tigen  on  the  fame  Chapter  of  St.  Matthew,  he  will  find  it  it 
proper  Ley  to  both.  See  alfo  Phlegon  examined  See.  p.  83,  84. 
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and  all  other  Hijlorians,  allowing  that  not  One 
of  them  ever  mentions  the  Darknefs  at  the 
Pa  Hi  on.  And  in  his  Creek  Work  again  ft  Celfus 
he  treats  the  Evidence  of  Fhlegon  jo  negligently 
in  the  Do&or’s  Opinion,  that  Dr.  S.  muft  be 
the  laft  Man  that  can  lay  any  ftreis  upon  it, 
or  think  it  worth  notice.  However  if  he  does 
admit  it  here  to  ferve  a  prefent  turn,  I  may 
tell  him  from  himfclt that  what  one  or  two 
do ,  may  eafily  be  alcrib’d  to  inadvertency ,  forget - 
fulnejs ,  or  any  other  Caufe .  So  that  for  the 
prefent  at  leal!  my  fir  ft  jolution  may  (land  pret¬ 
ty  fecure ;  how  far  it  would  hold  againft 
greater  Numbers,  it  may  be  time  enough  to 
confider  when  thofe  Numbers  appear. 

N  either  was  my  fecond  Suppofition  a- 
bout  the  fame  Writer  Africanus  more  ground - 
lefs  in  itfelf,  tho’  Dr.  S.  pronounces  it  to  be 
fo,  and  is  lure  it  can  influence  no  one  s  A  dent b. 
As  it  is  allow’d  to  be  pojfible,  fo  in  this  Cale 
it  was  even  probable  5  becaufe  the  Cir  cum  fian¬ 
ces  of  Phlegm* s  Eclipfe  being  very  extraordina¬ 
ry  might  lead  Africanus  to  think  it  the  fame 
with  the  Darknefs  at  the  Paflion,  tho’  plac’d 
by  Fhlegon  in  a  different  year.  And  to  confirm 
this  Suppofition,  I  produc’d  a  parallel  Infiance 
from  the  Hijloria  Mifcelta  in  this  very  Cafe  a- 
bout  Fhlevonz ,  To  all  which  the  fhort  and 

o 

eafy  reply  is,  That  I  palliate  the  Faults  of  A- 
fricanus  by  the  Abjurdities  of  another  Writers  as 

(a)  See,  Def.  p.  31.  (b  ;  Ibid,  p:  3  3.. 

(c)  Fhlegon  examined  Sec.  p.  31,  32.  j'f 
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if  either  the  quality  of  an  Adion  would  dis¬ 
prove  the  Adion  itfclf,  or  every  fuch  applica¬ 
tion  of  Writers  were  abfurd  and  indefenfible 
in  all  Cafes  and  at  all  Times :  Whereas  the 
pod  or  mull  know,  that  Tis  frequently  pra- 
dis’d  by  our  modern  Chronologers,  and  even 
much  commended  and  admir’d  in  them.  They 
often  are  determined,  as  Africanus  might  be 
in  this  Cafe,  by  particular  Ctrctmjlmces of  Fads, 
to  neglcd  the  date  of  thofe  Fads  afiigned  by 
fome  Hiftorians,  and  to  apply  them  to  other 
Times.  Why  therefore  m  11ft  any  Suppoiition 
of  this  kind  with  regard  to  Africanm  be  reced¬ 
ed  as  entirely  grgmdlefs  and  extravagant  r 
A  s  to  the  next  Exception  under  this  Arti- 
*  cle,  it  is  of  very  Email  confequence,  and  may 
foon  bed i (patched.  To  (hew  the  fallacy  and  un- 
reafonablenefs  of  the  Dodor’s  way  of  arguing 
from  Africanus ,  I  was  willing  to  give  an  In- 
fiance  or  two  of  the  illUfes  that  might  be  made 
of  it  as  to  other  Authors.  One  of  which  was 
taken  from  Eufebius  againft  Jofephus,  the  other 
from  fome  primitive  Writers  againft  St.Johns 
GofpclT  Now  thefe  Inftances  are  much  dif- 
.  li^ed  and  cenlur’d  by  the  Defence e  as  not  be¬ 
ing  parallel  to  the  Cafe  of  Phlegon  in  every  mi 
mite  Circumftange.  As  if  it  was  abfolutely 
neceftary,  that  Comparifons  and  Parallels  fhould 
run  upon  all  fours,  or  agree  exadly  in  every 
particular.  It  is  always  fufficient,  if  they  only 
agree  in  the  main  Points,  or  thofe  in  which 

|  d  )  Ibid,  p.  27,  28.  (c  )  See.  Def  p.  33,  34. 
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the  parallel  is  formed  5  and  as  to  thefe,  I  ft  ill 
maintain,  that  the  Indances  I  produced  were 
juft  and  pertinent,  and  were  fimilar  enough 
to  prove,  that  bare  Applications  of  W liters  af¬ 
ford  no  folid  Argument  againft  the  plain  Text 
of  fuch  Writers.  Let  Eufebius ,  as  1  there  re* 
prdented  him,  ftand  only  in  the  place  of  A - 
fricanus,  applying  Jofephus  to  a  wrong  time, 
as  Africanus  does  one  of  Phlegon.  Here  I  fay, 
if  the  bare  Application  of  Phlegon  by  Africanus 
proves  any  tiling  againft  the  plain  Text  of 
Phlegon ,  exhibited  in  the  Original  Words  by  o- 
ther  Writers,  then  by  parity  of  reafon  the  bare 
Application  of  Jofephus  by  Eufebius  would  prove 
as  much  againft  the  Text  of  Jofephus  exhibited 
in  out:  prefent  Editions.  The  ftrefs  of  the  Ar¬ 
gument  in  both  Calcs  lies  in  the  Application 
of  thofe  Authors,  and  if  fuch  Application  has 
any  force  in  the  former,  it  muft  likewife  have 
the  fame  in  the  latter.  Whether  the  Text  of 
the  Writer  be  a  Fragment  or  not,  makes  little 
or  no  alteration,  fo  long  as  we  are  furnifhed 
With  the  Text  itfelf.  It  is  enough,  if  that  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  original  Words ,  either  by  credible 
Authors  that  quote  them,  or  by  antient  MSS* 
reprefenting  them.  But  to  make  the  Cafe  of 
Jofephus  exactly  parallel  with  that  of  Phlegon. 
Suppofe  the  paftage  of  Jofephus  now  under  de¬ 
bate  to  have  been  only  a  Fragment  as  that  of 
Phlegon  is,  preferv’d  like  the  other  in  the  fame 
form  by  fcVeral  antient'  Writers*  profefting  to 

exhibit 


(  45  ) 

exhibit  the  very  Words  of  that  Author.  I  would 
ask  any  judicious  Critick,  whether  the  bare 
Application  of  that:  Paifage  by  Eufebius  would 
have  any  weight  with  him  againft  the  Words 
of  Jofephus  himfelf  thus  prefer v'd  to  his  hands 
by  other  Writers.  If  it  would  not,  as  I  am 
fully  perfuaded  it  would  not,  then  for  the 
fame  Reafons  the  Application  of  Phlegon  by  A- 
fricanus  would  have  as  little  weight  with  him 
againft  the  Words  of  Phlegon  himielf,  preferved 
to  us  in  the  fame  form  by  Eufebius ,  Chronicon 
Pafchale  &c. 

W hat  has  been  here  faid  is  equally  ap» 
plicable  to  my  fecond  Inftance  of  St.  Johns 
Gofpel,  and  by  only  changing  the  terms  will 
fully  explain  and  vindicate  that  too  as  well  a$ 
the  former.  I  fh all  not  therefore  trouble  the 
Reader  with  any  necdlcfs  Repetitions,  but  go 
on  to  another  Article,  in  which  the  Boftor 
and  I  difagree  about  Africanus.  It  relates  to 
that  Author’s  irregular  reprefent&tion  of  Phle¬ 
gon  s  Words.  1  offer’d  what  appear’d  to  me* 
the  moft  eafy  and  natural  way  of  accounting 
for  it  5  and  which  Dr.  S.  is  pleas'd  to  term 
an  ingenious  and  hmdfome  Apology .  But  yet  he 
has  this  to  fay  again fl  ity  That  thofe  Men ,  whom 
Origen  files  the  Sapientes  hujus  mundi,  under* 
Jlood  very  probably  this  PajJ'age  of  Africanus  not 
as  Mr.  Ch.  has  accounted  for  it.  Nor  did  Origen 
in  anfwcr  to  them  attempt  to  fay  that  was  no - 

(  f)  Phlegon  examined  &e.  p.  37  —  41* 
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thing  but  Africanusb  interpretation  of  Phlegon  5 
or  account  for  Phlegon’.?  Exprejjions  in  this  man¬ 
ner  ,  not  with  ft  an  ding  his  Friend  and  intimate  Ac¬ 
quaintance  African  us  had  done  this  before  him  §  . 
After  all  this  long  Story  from  Origen ,  the  Read¬ 
er,  I  believe,  will  be  much  furpriz'd,  when 
I  tell  him,  that  neither  Origen  nor  his  Sapientes 
hujus  mundi  fay  one  tittle  about  Africanus  or 
his  Citation  of  Phlegon.  'Tis  a  mere  fiftion  of 
the  Doftor’s,  grounded  I  fuppofe  on  two  or 
three  words  of  Oriven ,  which  have  no  fuch 

o 

myftical  meaning,  as  he  would  ftrike  out  of 
them.  The  Pagans  are  introduc'd  by  that 
Writer  as  faying  among  other  things,  How  is 
it  that  only  your  own  Writers  have  taken  notice 
cf  this  extraordinary  Darknefs  ?  Phlegon  indeed 
m  his  Chronicles  has  wrote  of  a  Darknefs  in  the  Reign 
£/"  Tiberius  CaTar,  but  he  has  not  fignified  that 
zt  happened  at  full  Moon  h.  Now  here  bee  a  ufc 
the  Pagans  fay,  Phlegon  has  not  fignified  that 
his  Barknefs  happened  at  full  Moon ,  therefore  the 
Doctor  fanfies,  they  hint  at  Africanus ,  who 
reprefented  Phlegon  s  Eclipfe  as  happening  at  full 
Moon.  But  could  not  they  fay  this  againft  the 
Chrfiian  Doctrine  of  a  preternatural  Darknefs 
happening  at  full  Moon ,  when  Jejus  was  cruci¬ 
fied  :  tho’  Africanus  had  never  reprefented  Phle¬ 
gon  in  this  manner?  Or  could  they  not  very 

(g  )  Sec.  Def.  p.  37. 

{  h  )  Phlegon  quidem  In  Chronicis  fills  feripfit,  in  Principatu 
Tiberii  Caefaris  fa£tum,  fed  non  fignificavit  in  Luna  plena  hoc 
factunj.  Origen.  Tracht.  in  Matt.  37.  p.  200.  Ed.  Bafil. 
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properly  make  this  Anfwer  to  fbmc  Chnjlims 
quoting  Phlegon-in  confirmation  of  the  Gofpel- 
Hiftory,  tho’  they  did  not  pretend  to  any  full 
Moon  in  Phlegon?  Moft  certainly  they  might, 
and  therefore  Africanus  may  fairly  be  out  of 
the  queftiom  Beiides  1  have  more  Objections 
than  one  againft  this  Suppofition.  If  the  Pa- 
guns  had  really  any  view  to  A fr teams,  they 
would  not  have  fereen’d  him  under  a  diftant  in¬ 
nuendo  ^  but  would  have  publiflied  his  Name,  and 
exclaimed  loudly  againft  his  Mifreprefcntations, 
For  the  Pagans  were  not  tender  of  a  Chriftians 
Character,  nor  apt  to  wink  at  any  Faults  they 
could  difeern  in  their  Adverfaries,  nor  back¬ 
ward  to  take  any  handle  that  might  give  them 
an  advantage.  How  then  comes  it  to  pals, 
that  Africanus  fhould  here  efcape  under  a  gen¬ 
tle  hint,  without  any  complaints  of  his  Cou- 
dud:,  when  an  open  Charge  againft  him  would 
have  ftrengthned  their  Objection  exceedingly, 
and  perplex'd  the  common  Chriftians ,  with 
whom  they  were  engag'd  ?  Again  farther.  To 
turn  Origen  himfelf  againft  the  DoCtor,  if  Or i gets 
had  underftood  them  as  hinting  at  his  Friend 
Africanus ,  (which  whether  they  did  or  no,  he 
muft  certainly  underhand,  as  his  he  that  makes 
them  fpeak  in  this  manner)  he  would  furely 
have  dropt  forqe  thing  about  his  Friend  in  his 
Anfwer  to  the  Pagans,  and  nor  pafs’d  him  over 
in  a  profound  Silence,  as  we  Ice  he  does.  This 
is  quite  improbable,  and  cannot  be  fuppos'd 

with 
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with  any  Rea  Ton.  Leaving  therefore  all  this 
fine  Speculation  about  On  gen  and  his  Wije  Men , 
1  pafs  on  to  another  Objection,  that  is  much 
more  acute  and  plauflble.  We  find  it  among 
the  errata  thus  exprefsd.  Tho  the  Words  cd  ntaLv- 
oiAwct)  might  be  fojjibly  infer  ted  by  Africanus,^/- 
thofe  other  explanatory  Words  edvdans  could 

not .  For  no  Language  Will  admit  this  manner  of 
Exprefjion ,  that  there  wzs  a  total  Echpje  from 
fuch  an  hour,  without  the  mention  of  the  hour , 
To  which  it  lafted.  That  is,  no  Language  will 
admit y  that  thole  two  extremities  of  Time  From 
and  To  fhou'd  ever  be  feparated,  but  that 
where  the  firftis  exprefs’d,  there  the  laft  muft 
be  fo  too  5  and  confequently  dad  £  'zktyis 
in  Africanus  could  not  If  and  alone  without 
X&s  cdvaTHs,  but  muft  both  or  neither  be  at¬ 
tributed  to  Fhlegon.  In  anfwer  to  which  I 
muft  tell  the  Doctor,  that  he’s  greatly  miftaken 
in  Languages  as  to  this  Point  ;  for  tho’  mo¬ 
dern  and  living  Languages  may  not  admit  fuch 
conftru&ion,  the  old  and  dead  ones  will  with¬ 
out  any  difficulty.  The  Prepofition  d  in  Latito 
and  dm  in  Greek,  when  joyn’d  to  Words  of 
Time  as  Hour ,  Day ,  Morning ,  Noon ,  Night 
do  not  always  exprels  the  duration  of  a  Thing, 
or  the  difance  between  one  point  of  Time 
and  another,  but  fometimes  the  bare  rife  or 
beginning  o  t  a  Thing;  and  then  they  require 
no  correfponding  Particles  as  ad,  ufque  ad f 
WX&’  Inftanccs  of  this  kind  are  not  very 
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uncommon.  Thus  Armas  fpeaking  of  the 
Ur  fa  major 

- - — $oLM/u.evy  EAiW  Ttpbnais  AFIO  vi»xT 

Juvenal.  Sat.  I;  v.  49. 

ExuL  ab  ociaovd  Marius  bibit. 

Cicero  Philipp.  II.  c.  41.  Ab  Horn*  iertid  bile* 
batur7  ludebatur. 

And  perhaps  the  Prepofition  'dud  is  to  be  un- 
derftood  in  that  Pali  age  of  Ptolemy  7  where  he 
gives  an  account  from  fome  antient  Writer  of 
a  Lunar  Eclipfe  obferv’d  in  Babylon 7 
cJV  (ptfcnv,  torn  SbucruAti$  rp&is,  avrS  w  ue<ro~ 
vwtrrw.  (/.  e .  <X7 t  ct t/rS.)  Almag.  L.  3.  pag.  95. 
So  like  wife  the  Hebrew  prefix  ft  anfwering  to 

the  Latin  d  has  fometimes  the  fame  fignifka- 
tion,  as  Gen.  XIX,  34.  It  came  to  pafs  Mim-> 
mdhharoth  rnriDD-*  which  we  t  ran  (late  not  from 
but  on  the  morrow :  Tho*  the  literal  Tranila- 
of  it  is  d  crafiinoy  as  Tagnimis  renders  it  in  our 
Polyglott.  But  to  clear  up  the  matter  beyond 
difpute,  I  will  now  give  the  Do  dor  an  In- 
ftance,  where  the  very  words  objeded  burro  «c- 
tji?  upas  are  us’d  without  any  redditive  at  all* 
In  the  Chronicon  Pafchale  we  have  this  pall  age., 
after  fpeaking  of  chrifi  our  true  PajJ'overs  being 
facrific  d7  K a)  io-KOTiod’n  0  HA lo$  e’s  o\ov  t  hog/llm 
AHO  g* ths  upas,  rite)  3  o-xgtss  &c  *.  Here  you 
ice  is  a  From  without  any  To  fubjoyn,d>  and  in 
the  very  cafe  of  an  Eclipfe  about  which  we 
are  now  debating.  I  hope  therefore  Languages 

t*  ).  Chronicon  Pafch.  p,  219.  Ed.  Par. 
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will  now  be  allow'd  to  admit  fuch  Expref- 
Eons,  and  'twill  be  evident  fuffidently,  that  Txvi 
ryi$  exTHS  dipxs  in  Afncanus  might  well  enough 
be  disjoyned  from  chvxTvit,  without  do¬ 

ing  violence  to  the  Greek  Language  5  in  which 
Etuation  indeed,  krxo  would  not  properly  fig- 
nify  from,  but  at  or  upon  the fixth  hour.  How¬ 
ever  after  all,  this  is  more  than  my  Argument 
obliges  me  to  prove  5  for  fince  Africanus  does 
not  pretend  to  give  us  Ph logons  Words,  but 
only  makes  a  report  from  him  in  the  way  of 
Abftrad,  he  might  eafily  be  fuppos'd  to  alter 
in  fome  meafure  Phlegons phrafe  about  the  time, 
tho’  his  fenfe  was  ftill  prefer  v’d  entire.  So  that 
oopzs  would  immediately  be  underftood 
as  handing  for  fome  equivalent  ExpreEIon  in 
Phlegon ,  and  put  there  in  preference  to  the 
other  by  Africams ,  as  fuiting  beft  with  his 
own  fJLix&s  ciw T)is.  Whether  a  From  would 
require  a  To  in  flr  d  propriety  of  Language, 
would  not  here  be  consider'd  by  the  Reader  $ 
and  any  critical  and  laborious  Enquiry  about 
it  would  be  altogether  needlefs  and  luperfluous. 
It  is  time  therefore  to  conclude  this  Article  of 
Africams ,  and  i  fhall  only  add  my  wiflies  of 
all  the  comfort  and  plcafure  to  the  Dodor, 
which  my  Phrafe  of  ten  years  can  afford  him 
under  to  many  difficulties  and  diftrcffes. 
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The  next  Writer  to  be  confider’d  is  Origen^ 
whofe  fenfe  in  one  Paflage  of  his  Latin  Works 
is  the  principal  Point  in  difpute.  I  am  falli¬ 
ble  how  tedious  and  difagreeable  inch  an  Ar¬ 
ticle  muft  be  to  a  Reader,  and  fhall  therefore  con- 
trad  it  into  as  narrow  a  compafs  as  poffible. 
The  whole  Paffage  is  fairly  laid  before  him  in 
the  Margin3,  by  which  he  may  eafily  judge 
of  the  feveral  reafonings  upon  it.  Dr.  Sykes  in 
the  firft  place  denies that  he  had  put  the  words 

( a  )  Quidam  calumniantur  evangelicam  veritatem,  diccntes, 
quomodo  fecundum  textum  poteft  dfe  verum  quod  dicitur,  quia 
fafta  funt  tenebra  fuper  omnern  terrain ,  a  fextd  hard  ufque  ad 
nonam ;  quod fiadlum  nulla  refert  hiftoria.  Et  dicunt ,  quia  ficut fieri 
filet  in  Solis  defeElione ,  fic  fa  Ft  a  eft  tunc  defediio  Solis.  Defect  io 
autern  Solis  a  feculo  femper  fuit  in  fuo  tempore  fabla  ;  fid  defebtio 
Solis  quae  fecundum  confuetudinem  temporum  ita  currentium  fieri 
folet,  non  in  alio  tempore  fit  nift  in  conventu  Solis  &  Lunas,  quan- 
do  Luna  fubtus  currens  Solis  impedit  radios  occurrentes  ei,  &  oc- 
curfu  fuo  lumen  ejus  obtundit.  In  tempore  autem ,  quo  paffus 
eft  Chriftus,  manifeftum  eft  quoniam  conventus  non  erat  Lunas 
ad  Solem,  quoniam  tempus  erat  Pafchale,  quod  confuetudinis  eft 
agere  quando  Luna  Solis  plenitudjnem  habet,  &  in  tota  eft  noble. 
Quomodo  ergo  poterat  fieri  defebtio  Solis,  cum  Luna  diet  plena, 
&  plenitudinem  Solis  haberet?  Quia  (  f.  Quidam)  autem  credentium 
volentes  defenfionem  aliquam  introducere  contra  h&c ,  ita  dixe- 
runt.  Cum  conftet  cut  era  prodigia,  quae  tunc  fabla  funt,  non 
fecundum  confuetudinem  fabla  faille  fed  nova  &  admiranda  ;  nam 

&  velum  Templi  bsrV - manifeftum  eft  quoniam  &  ilia 

defediio  Solis  confequenter  fecundum  caetera  prodigia  nova  contra 
confuetudinem  fabla  eft.  Origcn.  Trablat.  in  Matt.  XXXV.  pag, 
*99,  200.  Ed.  Bafil. 

{  b  )  Sec.  Def.  p.  4 1 . 
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of  Or S gen  into  the  Mouth  of  the  Pagans,  as  I 
had  reprefented  him.  But  he  only  denies  it, 
without  difproving  my  Reafons  for  imputing 
to  him  fuch  a  miftake  5  which  therefore  are 
Hill  in  their  full  force*  and  oblige  me  to  main¬ 
tain  the  fame  Opinion.  The  Ragans  are  evir 
dently  introduc'd  by  Origen  as  alledging ,  that 
at  the  Pallion  of  our  Saviour  there  was  juft 
fuch  a  Be  feci  10  or  "Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  as  ufually 
happens  at  other  times.  Dicunt,  quia  ficut  fieri  folet 
in  Solis  Be  felt  ione,  fic  facia  efl  tunc  Befecito  Solis . 
In  the  very  next  words  we  have  a  long  and  con¬ 
vincing  Argument  to  prove,  that  a  common  ox. 
natural  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  could  not  happen  at 
the  time  of  the  Paflion,  the  Moon  being  then 
at  full.  This  whole  Argument  I  attribute  to 
Origen  hinifdf,  -but  Dr.  S.  afligns  it  to  the  Pa- 
gans  5  which  as  I  apprehend,  is  making  them 
talk  very  foolifttly  and  inconflftently.  For  as 
they  had  juft  before  afferted,  that  the  Darknefs 
at  the  Paflion  was  only  a  common  Eclipfe, 
how  could  they  with  any  tolerable  fenfe  or 
propriety  argue  in  the  next  words,  that  it  was 
not  and  could  not  be  a  common  Eclipfe?  This  fort 
ofreafoning  in  them  would  be  mere  jargon  and 
contradiction,  bur  in  Origen  a  found  and  proper 
Anfwer  for  the  chrifiians.  To  him  therefore  I 
think  it  foiely  belongs 5  and  what  confirms  me 
very  much  in  this  Opinion  is  the  Paffage  of 
Jerom  produc'd  above*,  where  the  Reader  may 

( *  )  See  above  p.  41.  Not. 
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obferve  the  Tame  \Qw il  to  be  parted  by  the 
Enemies  of  Chi'iftianity,  and  the  fame  Anfwer 
returned  itoiit  ,by  fferom  *himfelf.  As  to  the 
connective  '.Particles,  which  are  urg'd  by  Dr.  S: 
as  plainly  {hewing  *  \n\y  mi  flake,  I  might  fafely 
tmftithem  with  every  Scholar  5  it  being  plain 
and  obvious  ito  any  one?  that  mtm ?  which 
is  the  Qn\y iComefftve  Partkle  ini .this  place,  is 
often  an  adverjattve  Gonjundion,  or  die  de¬ 
notes  artranfinon  fronuone  Thing  or  Perfon  to 
another.  A  clear  proof  ,  of  which  Dr.  S.  might 
cafily  have  feen  in  this  very  Paflage  of  Ortgm* 
For  when  he  tells  us  ahe  Anfwer,  < that  other 
chriJHms  us'd  to  make  to  \this  Qbjcdipn  of 
the  Pagans,  he  introduces  it  with  J^uia  v- 
Jhiidam )  an tem  credentium  volentes  &c.  Why 
therefore  ni^y  not  autem change  the  Perfon  in  the 
other  Sentences,  as  well  as  it  does  here?  Why 
may  not  Origen  himfelf  fpeak  in  thofe  words 
Defcclio  autem  Solis  &c.  and,  In  tempore  autem 
quo  pajjus  eft  chriftm  &c.  as  well  as  he  does in 
Jfum  autem  credentium  volentes  &c  t  The  Par¬ 
ticle  is  the  i  fame  in  all,  and  the  laft  autem  might 
as  juftly  have  been  diftinguifh'd  with  -Capitals 
by  the  Dodor  as  the  two*  former ;  only  then  in¬ 
deed  it  might  be  too  1  much  dif ingulfed ,  and 
would  have  fpoifd  the  fignificancy  of  the  others,, 
and  for  that  Reafon  obfcurity  and  [mall  betters 
became  it  beft. 

The  fecond  feception  d  about  ^Origen  -re- 

(  c  )  Sgc.::D^pf;4j.  *  (4  )  vlbido 
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lares  to  the  filence  of  Hiftorians  objedled  by  the 
Fagans.  I  had  laid s,  that,  the  filence  of  Hifto- 
riam  which  they  mean,  and  upon  which  they 
ground  their  Objection ,  was  a  filence  as  to  the 
particular  Cir  cum  (lances  of  the  Darknefs ,  the  ex¬ 
traordinary  Nature  of  it,  the  Place,  the  Week,  and 
Day  upon  which  it  happened ,  And  finding  that 
thefe  particulars  were  not  minutely  fpecified  by  any 
Heathen  Hiftorians,  they  boldly  denied ,  that  fuch 
Hijlorians  confirmed  any  Tacts  of  the  Gojpel .  To 
which  it  is  replied  by  the  Defence f,  that  the 
Objection  is  not  taken  from  a  filence  about  the  Cir - 
cumfiances ,  but  the  whole  Fact .  It  is  the  Fa¬ 
ctum ,  the  thing  itfelfi  which  they  fay  no  Hifto- 
ry  ever  mentions.  No  doubt  of  it,  it  was  fo  \ 
and  who  ever  denied  it }  What  I  lay  is,  that 
the  Re  alon-  why  the  Pagans  obje&ed  a  filence  of 
Hiftorians  as  to  the  Fact ,  was  becauie  they 
found  a  filence  among  them  of  the  particular 
Circumjl antes  attending  that  Fact.  Phlegon  and 
Thallus  and  other  Hiftorians  might  really  take 
notice  of  the  Darknefsat  the  Paihon;  but  be¬ 
cauie  they  did  not  fpecify  minutely  the  parti¬ 
cular  Circum  fiances  of  their  Darknefs  or  Eclipfe, 
the  Place,  the  Time,  and  Age  of  the  Moon, 
therefore  the  Pagans  denied  that  any  mention 
was  made  of  fuch  Darknefs  by  their  Writers. 
Thus  we  fee  in  the  Cafe  of  Phlegon ,  they  ex¬ 
cept  againft  his  Teftimony,  becaufe  tho’  he  had 
written  of  an  Eclipfe  in  the  Reign  of  Tiberius 

{  e)  Phlegon  examined  p.  46.  (  f)  Sec.  Def.  p.  44. 


and 


(  55  ) 

in  a  certain  year  of  Oh  202.  yet  he  had  not 
fignified  that  his  Eclipfe  happened  at  Full-Moon : 
For  want  of  which  Circumftance,  they,  it 
leems,  would  not  allow  him  to  fpeak  any  thing 
of  the  Gofipel-Fatl.  And  for  want  of  the  fame 
particularity  and  exadnefs  they  would  evade  and 
rejed  any  other  Authority,  that  might  be  urged. 
Neither  indeed  were  they  much  to  blame  in 
this  refped,  it  being  neceffary  in  Appeals  to 
Antiquity  about  Fuels,  to  judge  of  thofe  Fuels 
by  the  Circumftances  annex'd.  Nor  do  I  won¬ 
der,  that  Origen  does  not  anfiwer  this  Objection 
by  dijltnguijhing  be  tore  en  the  Eclipfe  and  the  Cir¬ 
cumftances  of  it  $  fince  fuch  a  Diftindion  in 
him  would  not  really  an  fiver  the  Objection.  For 
how  could  He  prove  to  them,  that  Phlegon  by 
his  Eclipfe  meant  the  Darknefs  at  the  Paffion, 
when  Phlegon  had  not  mentioned  the  time  of 
the  Year,  nor  Day  of  the  Month  when  his  E- 
clipfe  happened,  nor  fo  much  as  the  Duration 
of  it  >  This  was  a  Difficulty,  that  might  well 
difeourage  Origen  from  claiming  his  Authority 
at  that  Time,  and  determine  him  to  take  ano¬ 
ther  way  of  anfwering  the  Objedion.  But  what 
does  all  this  prove  again  ft  me  or  Phlegon  in  the 
prefent  Dilpute  ?  Not  a  ftngle  tittle.  Neither 
Pagans  nor  Origen  fay  a  word  about  the  read¬ 
ing  of  Phlegon ,  whether  it  was  Ol.  202,  1.  or 
Ol.  202.  4.  Their  debate  did  not  turn  upon 
the  year  of  that  Olympiad ,  as  ours  docs  now  5 
nor  could  it  ever  be  determined  by  if.  For 

which- 


whichever  was  the  true  year  of  Phiegons  Eclipfe, 
the  lame  Objections  would,  ftillt  recur ,  rhat 
here  was  no  diftittht:  Enumeration  of  parti¬ 
cular  CircumiVances »  no  mention,  of  arc  E* 
ciipfe  at  lull  MMi  of  its  being-  preternatural* 
and'  lading  with  the  fame*  degree  of  Darknels 
for  three  Hours.  So  that  let -the '-year  of  this  E~ 
ciipfe  be  what  it  Will,  they  would  not  be  con¬ 
vinc’d  by  that  alone,  that  Phlegom  was  (peak¬ 
ing  of  the  Datknefs  in  the  Solpelv  Whereas 
the  Point  in  difpute:  between  me  and  Dr.-  <& 
is  the  year  of  Phtegonh  Eclipfe  >  and  if  that  ap¬ 
pears  ro  be  the  fourth  of  Oi.  202.  Dr.  Sykes  al¬ 
lows,  that  Phlegortx nuft  fpeak  of  the  Darknefs  at 
the  Palh on,  and  not  of  a  natural  Edipfe.  It  was 
proper  therefore  and  ncccflary  for  me  to  fhew, 
that  the  Pagan’s  Objection  from  the  filence  of 
Phlegm  and  other  Hiftorians  was  not  grounded 
on  the  year  of  his  E ciipfe,  but  on  the  wan  t  of 
more  particular  Circurnjiances :  and  for  this  Rea¬ 
lm!  I  obferv’d,  their  Objection  would  be  of 
little  fervice  to  the  Doftor’s  Argument. 

However,  let  Origen •  lay  what  he  will  in 
this  Latin  Traci  at  us,  he  does  himfelf  deftroy  all 
the  Force  of  it  entirely,  by  what  he  declar’d 
afterwards  in  his  Books  again  ft  Celjm.  There 
he  plainly  appeals  to  the  Tcftimcny  of  Fhle¬ 
gon*  5  and  as  this  Work  of  his  is  certainly  ge¬ 
nuine,  ftill  extant  in  the  Original  Greek ,  and 
allow’d  to  be  the  moft  exact  and  finifh’d  Piece 

(  *  )  See  P h/egon  examined  &c.  p,  49,  jo\ 
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he  ever  wrote,  by  this  we  ought  in  reafon  to 
be  determin'd  in  our  judgment  of  Origen .  As 
to  the  Dodor’s  Exceptions  againft  the  Greek 
Origen,  the  mod  material  being  now  dropped, 
and  the  few  that  remain  being  old  ones  re¬ 
viv'd  with  no  new  ftrength,  I  fhall  venture  to 
let  them  (land  unmolefted.  Only  one  Obfer- 
vation  of  his  I  muft  not  omit,  becaufe  of  the 
curious  Criticifm  exprefs'd  in  it.  Dr.  S.  in¬ 
forms  me  that  ci  rfi  XP°IC?  or  rnerely  ci  XP°va) 
would  have  been  more  definitive  of  the  Time ,  than 
the  rsrcL  r  XP°VCV  °f  Origen ,  which,  the  Dodor 
will  cxcufe  me,  if  I  cannot  apprehend  with¬ 
out  his  Reafons  for  if.  But  what  is  ftill  more 
remarkable,  even  clvtos  is  made  a  Prepofition ,  if 
tis  meant  as  an  Anfwer  to  me.  for  l  dc~ 
fir'd  Dr.  S.  to  let  me  know,  what  Greek  Pre¬ 
pofition  was  more  proper  to  exprefs  at  the  time 
than  to  which  the  Doctor  now  anfwers, 

that  I  cannot  but  know ,  there  are  many  ways  of 
expreffing  that .  Suppofie  he  had  fiaid  year  clvtov 
t ov  x?'J vov  or  ci  toF  XP°VCP  &Ct  Where  the 
natural  Conftrudion  of  the  two  Sentences 
fhould  either  make  at/riv  a  Prepoftion ,  or  elfe 
nothing  to  the  purpoie. 

IX. 

I  now  proceed  to  confider,  what  Dr.  Sykes 
has  urg'd  againft  me  in  relation  to  the  Word 

El  E>< 


Ej  He  fee  ms  by  his  filence  to  acknow¬ 

ledge,  that  it  might  be  ufed  of  an  extraordi¬ 
nary  Darlene fs  tho’  not  ftridly  Ecliptical,  and 
tacitly  allows  my  general  Arguments  on  that 
head.  This  alone  is  fufficient  for  my  purpofe, 
which  was  only  to  (hew  that  the  Word  E- 
xAe^ts  in  Fhlegon  does  not  necejjariiy  fignify  a 
proper  Eclipfe,  as  the  Doctor  at  fir  ft  aflerted. 
Whether  I  have  fucceeded  with  Arijiophanes  and 
his  Scholiajl  or  not,  is  a  Point  that  very  little 
concerns  Phlegon ,  he  being  ftill  fecure  by  o- 
ther  Authorities  whatever  becomes  of  this  lafh 
However  even  this  I  fhall  venture  to  defend, 
being  ftill  perfuaded  that  many  good  Reafons 
will  fupportmein  it.  Arijiophanes  with  a  great 
deal  of  humour  introduces  the  Clouds  fpeak- 
ing  thus  to  the  Athenians . 

EItDL  T  SzoUoiV  B^Splv  (iupovoi-^rv  CL 

HNIX’HP£I2©£  ISTPATHTON,  TgU  'oQpZs 

OVV^PfJLBVy 

Kcc7Coits/bLiv  <5Wx'  /SpovT?]  eppetjy  ct<zpct.7ry,$* 

H  <7?  A kw\  cT  S^gAiTTB  yz  TO5  ofoif  0  HA i0£ 
SpuaATwT  els  eavlcv  ET0E £12  ct/ViAxtWs 

Ou  <J)ctveZv  ttpccaxev  vpuv,  el  qpdltfyturu  KAc&y. 
Nub.  v.  581.  feq. 

Here  you  obferve,  the  Clouds  are  faid  to  con¬ 
tract  their  brows  and  do  terrible  Things,  Thunder 
Rattles  and  Lightnings  Flame  in  the  Air, 
and  the  Moon  leaves  her  ufual  Courfe ,  when 
the  FIoupAa ydv  i.  e.  Cleon  was  elected  Genera /, 
mx  rpu<&*  <TpxT}iyov.  Now  Tis  certain  that 
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Cleon  was  defied  General  by  the  Athenians  on 
the  mfJLyylcL  or  the  i[i  Day  of  the  Month,  that 
being  the  hated  Time  tor  thefe  Ele&ionsU 
and  consequently  that  all  thefe  difmal  Things 
happened  according  to  Ariftophanes  at  that 
very  Time  or  immediately  before  it.  Let 
us  fee  now  what  the  Scholiajl  fays  to  this  Paf- 
fage.  Upon  thefe  Words  H  e^Aivrs 

y  ms  of buz  he  comments  thus.  EflEIAH  E- 
xXzifis  lyzn'ro  rof  TTporefce  er<j  ear]  2  7 ifa- 

toxXzus  Royfyojuiavi.  Becaufe  an  Eclipfe  of  the 
Moon  happened  the  former  Tear  ( i.  e.  Year  before 
the  Clouds  were  a&ed  Ol.  8  8.  4 J  in  the  Month 
Boedrcmion  when  Stratoclcs  was  Archon.  What 
other  meaning  can  be  given  to  thefe  Words 
of  the  Schohaft  with  any  propriety  or  perti¬ 
nency  but  this,  that  there  happened  an  Eclipje 
of  the  Moon  at  that  Time,  when  Ariftophanes 
makes  the  Moon  to  leave  her  ufual  Courj  'e  ?  And 
what  other  time  can  this  be,  but  that  when 
Cleon  was  elected  General?  If  you  fuppofe  the 
Eclipfe  in  the  Scholia (l  to  have  happened  at  any 
other  time  very  diftant  from  the  former,  his 
Comment  becomes  egregioufly  trifling  and  im¬ 
pertinent.  Befides,  the  Word  hasno  tole¬ 

rable  Senfe  upon  fuch  a  Suppolition  5  for  how 
ftrange  would  it  found,  that  the  Moon  in  Arijlo - 

{  *  )  Ariftophan.  Equit.  v.  43. 

. uni ;  (  r yj  7rpoT&p<x  vypt,y] via 

Bxpixro  huXov,  UccpAotyovcc. 

Ev  vx/Ayvic ol  huAoi  Itw x aj  c<  STPATHrOI  tp* 

*£»??.  Schol.  vet,  in  loc. 
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phanes  left  her  ufual  Courfe  in  September ,  becaufe 
there  happened  an  Ecllpje  of  the  Moon  in  October 
following  r  For  my  part  I  cannot  eafily  believe 
that  fo  Learned  and  judicious  a  Writer  as  this 
Scholiafl  is,  would  comment  fo  abfurdly.  Dr. 
Sykes  however  is  of  another  Opinion,  and  fays, 
7/V  plain,  that  he  meant  a  real  natural  Eclipfe  of 
the  Moon*.  For  a  Lunar  Eclipfe,  it  feems,  there 
was  in  fail  that  Year,  viz,.  Ol.  8  8.  4.  upon 
the  nmth  of  October,  and  the  6th  of  the  Attic 
Month  Boedromton .  I  grant  the  Moon  was  at 
that  time  Ecliptical ,  tho’  not  in  the  Month  Bo- 
edromion,  as  I  fball  prove  hereafter ;  but  we  know 
it  to  be  fo  not  from  antient  Hiftory  and  Ob- 
fervation,  but  only  from  modern  Calculations 
and  Tables.  Thucydides  who  liv’d  at  the  very 
time  when  this  Eclipfe  is  faid  to  have  happen¬ 
ed,  and  takes  particular  notice  of  feveral  other 
Eclipfes  during  the  long  Peloponnefian  War,  does 
not  mention  a  Ly liable  of  this,  nor  any  other 
antient  Writer  that  we  know  of*.  It  is 
therefore  very  probable,  that  no  proper  Eclipfe 
was  obferved  at  this  time  by  the  Old  Athe¬ 
nians,  and  that  the  Scholia(l  himfelf  never  heard 
of  any  fuch.  Befides  as  ’tis  evident  from  what 
has  been  faid  above,  that  the  Scholiaft  refers 
his  Eclipfe  to  the  Civil  y&jLttfvU  or  the  1 ft  Day 
of  the  Month,  he  could  not  imagine  any  pro¬ 
per  Eclipfe  of  the  Moon  to  have  happened  at 
that  time  without  the  groffeft  Ignorance  in  A- 


(  a  )  Sec.  Def.  p.  57.  (*  )  Vid.  Petav.  Doftrin.  Temp- 

L.  8.  Ricciol.  Almageft.  L,  V.  c.  xix.  ftronomy. 
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flronomy,  fuch  an  Ignorance  as  he  could  not 
be  guilty  of,  who  liv’d  when  that  Science  was 
cultivated  with  great  fuccefs,  and  made  a  prin¬ 
cipal  part  of  the  Studies  of  all  Learned  Men. 
He  muft  likewife  fuppofe  the  Civil  w/amU  to 
coincide  with  the  Agronomical,  or  at  lead  not 
to  vary  much  from  it,  11  nee  the  Attic  Months 
were  all  known  to  be  Lunar ,  and  ’twas  plain 
from  Thucydides  and  other  Writers,  that  Eel  ip - 
fes  of  the  Sun  had  been  obferved  to  fall  upon 
or  near  the  Civil  vully/iol  in  the  Attic  Month's* j 
which  they  could  not  do,  if  the  Attic  Months 
had  not  then  correfponded  with  pretty  great 
exa&nefs  to  the  natural  Conjun&ions  of  Sun 
and  Moon.  From  all  which  laid  together  1 
cannot  but  conclude,  that  the  Greek  Scholiafi 
meant  no  proper  Eclipfe  by  his  ExA ec^ts,  but 
only  an  accidental  obfeuratio  of  the  Moon  occa- 
honed  by  Clouds  and  Storms,  as  Arijlophanes 
reprefented  it. 

Neither  was  I  much  miftaken,  as  the 
Doctor  thinks,  in  faying  that  the  Month  Toe- 
dromion  anfwers  to  our  September  and  October * 
For  fo  it  did  in  every  common  year  through¬ 
out  Metons  Cycle,  as  may  be  feen  i w  Scaliger^ 
FetavtuSy  SalmaJiuSy  Spanheim ,  and  Dodwell  f . 

(  *  )  Vid.  Dodwell.  de  Cycl.  Veter;-DHT.  i.  r§.  21,  22.,  25,  26* 

27,  28.  r  ,,  .  ■  .  ' 

(  f  )  Jbfeph .  Scallg.  Emendat.  Temp.  L.  IE  p.  8o. 

Petavius  Do&rin.  Temp.  L.  II.  p»  123. 

Dodwell.  Cycl.  Vet.  p.  716. 

Salmaf.  in  Sblim  p.  527. 

Ezech.  S panhem.  Chro nolog.  Jofeph.  p,  407,  Append.- ad 
J ofeph.  Ed.  Haverc.  >•  '  ,  JgtS 
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If s  regular  and  ufual  firuarion  therefore  was 
in  thole  two  Julian  Months  5  and  fo  it  was 
in  the  old  Attic  year  immediately  preceding 
Me  tons  Cycle.  ’Tis  true  that  in  the  intercalar 
Years  Boedromion  did  anfwer  to  Augu/f  and.  Sep¬ 
tember,  but  that  was  not  it’s  proper  fituation, 
nor  what  I  intended  in  fpeaking  of  it.  I  only 
gave  a  fhort  hint  to  the  Reader  of  that  par¬ 
ticular  correfp.ondcncy  which  the  Attic  Month 
generally  bore  to  the  Julian ,  without  conii- 
dering  minutely  how  it  might  hand  in  the 
years  of  intercalation  5  becauie  then  it  would 
of  courfe  be  remov'd  out  of  its  proper 
place  5  and  to  obferve  that  occafional  i  regula¬ 
rity, *was  not  neceffary  to  the  Point  in  hand. 
But  now  fince  the  Doctor  has  undertaken  to 
prove  my  account  quite  wrong  in  this  Article, 
and  afierts  that  Boedromion  begun  October  the 
4 th  in  Ol.  8  8.  4.  Fm  oblig’d  to  enlarge  a  little 
upon  the  Attic  year,  and  mull  return  the  Com¬ 
pliment  of  an  Error  upon  the  Doctor.  He 
iaysb.  That  year  viz.  Ol.  8  8.  4.  began  Augujl 
the  5 th.  But  this  is  not  true  on  any  Suppofi- 
tion.  For  if  Met  on  s  decennoval  Cycle  was  not 
then  brought  into  Civil  TJfe,  the  Attic  year  did 
not  begin  in  Summer  but  in  Winter,  in  the 
Month  Game  lion  5  it  being  fully  demonftrated  by 
the  Learned  Dodwllz*  that  till  Metons  time  the 

*  w>'  :  » *  •  -  ...  .  v  *  1  •  ■  f 

V  1  •  •  - « 

(b)  Sec.  Def.  p.  59, 

(  c )  Primus  Meton  civilis  arm!  initium  ab  illo,  quod  poftea, 
©btimiit,  folftitio  Aftivo  deduxit,  antea  fcilicet  a  bruma  inire  fo- 

'  civil 
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Civil  year  of  the  Athenians  begun  from  the  Win¬ 
ter- Solftiee.  Hence  thofe  lines  of  Fejlus  Avienm. 
—  Prim&va  Meton  exordia  fumpfit  ah  anno , 
Torreret  rutilo  cum  Phoebus  Jidere  Cane  rum, 

Arat.  v.  1371. 

But  on  the  other  fide  if  Meton  s  Cycle  was 
brought  into  ufe  at  that  time,  the  Attic  year 
Ol.  8  8.  4.  begun  June  29.  according  to  P eta- 
vim  and  Dodwell’s  Tables d,  or  Jun.  28.  accord¬ 
ing  to  Scaligers e,  So  that  what  Dr.  Sykes  lays 
down  from  Calvifius  about  Augujl  the  Vth  can 
be  true  neither  way.  And  indeed  Calvifius  him- 
lelf,  whom  the  Doftor  follows,  overthrows 
by  a  ftrange  inconfiftency  his  own  Hypothefis. 
For  he  exprefsly  aflerts that  Meton s  Cycle 
was  receiv’d  by  the  Greeks  as  foon  as  ever  it 
was  propos’d  5  and  places  the  reception  of  it 
in  the  year  before  the  Peloponnejian  War  OL 
87,  1.  And  yet  in  Olymp.  88.  4.  eight  years 
after  this  does  he  fix  the  beginning  of  the  Attic 

liti.  E  quibus  omnibus  facile  colligimus  Metoni  prim® 

novum  illud  anni  initium  effe  tribuendum.  Dodwell.  Cycl.  Yet. 
DifT,  I.  §.  iv,  p.  8.  Conf.  Did'.  III.  §,  34.  p.  182.  • 

Refte  Viri  Doftiffimi  cenfcnt  Gras  cos  vetuftiores  a  hruma  an¬ 
num  exorfos,  Gamelione  Menfe  primo  Athenienfium,  ante  Pe- 
riodum  Metonicam,  &  ante  fixum  in  Hecatombseone  Caput. 
Fredcr.  Spanhem.  F.  F.  Chronolog.  Sac.  P.  I.  c  .y.  Scalig.  E 
mend.  Temp.  L.  II.  p.  7 q. 

(d)  Vid,  Dodwell.  ubi  fup.  p,  716, 

Petav.  Doftrin,  Temp.  L.  II.  p.  123. 

(  e  )  Jof.  Scalig.  Emend.  Temp.  L.  II.  p.  So, 

(  f )  In  ufu  fuit  apud  Grecos  ab  eo  tempore,  quo  propollta 
Flit,  quod  accidit  anno  antequam  Bel lum  Pe  1  opo n n efn cum  '.in- 
iretur.  Calvif.  Prolegom.  p,  68.  b.  Chronic,  p.  232, 
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year  in  Auguji  the  Yth ,  which  is  certainly  falfe 
and  irreconcileable  with  Maoris  Cycle. 

Thus  much  being  prov'd  againft  Dr.  Sykes, 
what  he  fays  about  the  month  Boedromion  mull 
inevitably  fall  to  the  ground  of  courfe,  For 
if  the  Attic  year  did  not  begin  Aug,  Yth.  Oh 
8  8.  4.  Boedromion,  as  he  very  well  knows,  could 
not  begin  October  \th,  nor  could  his  Lunar  E~ 
clipfe  fall  upon  the  6th  of  that  Month.  And 
farther,  as  Met  oris  Cycle  was  introduc'd  by  this 
time  among  the  Athenians >  as  his  own  Author 
allows  and  Mr.  Do  dwell  §  has  largely  prov'd,  it 
is  clear  that  Boedromion  began  that  year  (  being 
the  %th  of  Met  oris  Cycle  and  intercalar h )  Aug, 
~ijth  and  ended  Septemb.  24.  By  which  means 
Ms  remov'd  a  confiderable  diftance  from  the 
natural  Eclipfe  Ociob.  9.  and  makes  it  dill  more 
probable,  that  the  Scholiajl's  in  Boedro¬ 

mion  had  no  reference  to  the  other,  which 
happened  fix  Weeks  later.  I  grant  indeed  that 
the  Scholiajl  might  poffibly  mijlake  a  Month , 
being  fallible  and  fubjeft  to  Error  as  well  as 
other  Men  5  but  when  fo  many  Reafons  con¬ 
cur  to  (hew,  that  he  had  no  natural  Eclipfe  of 
the  Moon  in  his  Eye,  Would  be  hard  to  charge 
him  with  any  great  miftake  about  the  time 
of  it. 

Neither  am  I  much  better  fatisfied  as 
to  the  Sun ,  tho’  Dr.  S.  informs  me,  that  there 

(  g)  Dodwell.  Cycl.  Vet.  DiiTert,  I,  &  III,  §.  35. 

(h)  Vid.  Ibid.  p.  48,716, 
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really  was  a  natural  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  in  the 
fume  Olympiadic  year  on  March  the  2  \Jl*  For 
that  I  was  fully  appris'd  of  before,  and  had 
previously  confi^ler'd  theObjedion  arifing  from 
thence,  but  could  not  allow  it  fopiuch  weight* 
as  the  Doftor  has  given  to  it.  Artjlophar.es  in 
the  fame  place  reprefents  the  Sun  likewife  as 
withdrawing  his  Light, 

Tw  feis  exvTov  EY®  EOScrL'veAx.txra^ 

and  threatning  not  to  appear ,  if  pi f  on  fhopfcj  bp 
chofen  General, 

Ou  (J )olv£v  ttycLaiLiv  vtiiv ?  el  ctfXTry '/)<?{  KAgay* 
from  whence  'tis  plain,  that  the  Sun  withdrew 
his  Lght  before  Cleon  was  adually  eleded  5  for 
how  could  he  threaten  ip  order  to  difeourage 
the  Athenians  from  eleefing  him,  after  the  E- 
lettion  was  part?  And  farther.  As  the  Sun  is 
made  to  threaten  in  this  mapner,  Co,  no  doubt, 
he  was  to  execute  what  he  threatped,  and  that 
foon  after  the  Eledion  was  over,  both  to  fhew 
his  Dif  plea  fur, e  at  the  Choice,  and  difeourage 
the  Athenians  from  perfifting  in  it.  Other  wife 
all  the  Wit  and  Humour  of  the  Poet  in  this 
Rcprefentation  had  been  loft,  and  would  be 
.quite  flat  and  ipftpid.  Accordingly  the  Scho< 
lia(l  explains  him  to  this  Senfe,  not ,  fays  he, 
as  if  the  Sun  was  already  eclips'd ,  hut  threatning 
to  he  f 0 ,  if  C/W/Hhould  be  eleded  General ;  and 
then  fubjoyns  the  Controverted  Words,  HAi# 

Si  iyeviTV  xolt&  mvet  Tvyyv  ExAe^is  KAe&vos  v&pcTs- 
$vifwr  Now  there  did  happen  by  j  erne  accident 


an  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun  upon  Cleon* s  being  elected 1 
Here  the  Difputc  between  me  and  Dr  .Sykes  is, 
whether  that  £xA of  the  Sholiajt  means  cne 
that  happened  in  mediately  after  Cleon  w^s  elect¬ 
ed,  or  one  that  happened  iu\\  Jix  Months  after. 
The  former  Interpretation  to  me,  1  con tefs, 
fee  ms  ftili  the  nioft  probable,  and  that  I  beg  leave 
to  maintain  for  the  following  realons.  \fi.  T he 
Words  K Xiwos  moft  naturally  ex- 

prefs  the  very  Time  when  Cleon  was  elefted. 
For  the  Word  zwjxits  properly  fgnifks 
nothing  more  than  the  Election  itfclf  of  Cleon 
into  the  office  of  spuTnyU or  General*  and  does 
not  carry  us  beyond  the  Time  when  the  Ele¬ 
ction  was  made :  Whereas  if  the  Scholia [l  had 
defigned  to  intimate  at  large,  that  this  FxAe*- 
happened  during  Cleons  qp&'MyU*  he  would, 

I  think,  have  rather  usd  the  Word  ^ctTYiyz-- 
tos,  which  is  more  ext en five  than  the  other,, 
and  is  the  term  commonly  ufed  by  the  An- 
tients  upon  fuch  Occafions.  So  Thucydides , 
IkiAK Ae8S  V  3&v9 iWs  SrPATHTOTN'rOS.  L. 
II.  c.  31.  So  the  Scholiajt  on  Ariftoph ernes' s  E- 
quites  v.  5  5-  BpxerlSbv  IS  I  PATH  TO  YNT02.  id. 
Ko:rl  tivcl  t vyyp  is  more  properly  referred  to 
feme  accidental  obfeuratio  of  the  Sun  either 
upon  or  near  the  Day  of  this  Election,  than  to 
a  regular  Aftronomical  Eclipje  at  the  diftance 
of  fcveral  Months  from  it.  For  there  would 
be  nothing  particular  and  extraordinary  in  this, 
nothing  but  what  had  frequently  happened, 

when 
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when  other  Men  of  the  bed  Chamber  were 
chofen  Generali.  Whereas  this  is  obferv’d  as 
fomething  remarkable  and  peculiar  to  Cleon. 
5.  If  the  Scholiajl  had  meant  the  natural  Eclipfc 
of  the  Sun,  that  happened  in  the  Spring  fol¬ 
lowing,  he  would  in  all  probability  have  men¬ 
tioned"  the  Month ,  in  which  it  happened,  as  he 
mentioned  Boedromion  before  in  the  Lunar  E- 
elipfe.  For  that  was  eafily  known  to  him  from 
Thucydides ,  and  was  likewife  very  proper  to  be 
cxprels’d  in  a  Comment,  to  prevent  Obfcurity 
and  Mifinterpretatjon  of  the  Faft.  But  if  he 
be  underftood  as  fpeaking  of  fomc  accidental 
obfeuratio  of  the  Sun  when  Cleon  v/as  defied, 
then  ’tis  eafy  to  account  for  his  filcncc  in  this 
rcfpefl,  bccaufe  the  time  of  that  accident  had 
been  intimated  and  was  known  already.  4.  A  - 
nother  Argument  in  my  favour  is,  I  think, 
the  great  incongruity  and  impropriety  that  ma- 
nifeftly  attends  the  Doflor’s  Interpretation.  For 
according  to  this  the  Sun  is  by  the  Scholiajl 
made  to  threaten  an  Eclipfe  if  Cleon  fliould  be 
defied;  and  yet  after  he  is  defied,  not  to  dif¬ 
fer  any  Eclipfe  for  the  (pace  of  fix  Months,  and 
then  at  laft  to  be  eclips’d  only  in  the  ordinary 
and  natural  way.  Which  in  my  Opinion 
makes  a  very  dull  and  trifling  Senfe  of  ir,  and 
inch  as  no  Scholiajl  of  any  Tafte  and  Judge¬ 
ment  would  put  upon  Arijlophanes .  For  thefe 
reafons  therefore  I  am  ftill  of  Opinion,  that 
the  Scholiajl  by  his  ExAedws  did  not  mean  any 

I  z  real 
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real  and  natural  Eclipfe ,  but  fuch  an  Obfcuratic 
of  the  Sun  happening  foon  after  Cleons  Ele- 
£tion,  as  had  happened  according  to  Anfiopha- 
ties  juft  before  it,  that  is,  occafion'd  by  a  clou¬ 
dy,  dark,  and  tempeftuous  Seafon. 

As  to  my  Inftances  produc’d  frorii  Dio  and 
ferchy  Dr.  S.  has  nothing  more  to  objcd,  but 
that  he  thinks  them  mijlaken a ;  which,  no  doubt, 
is  an  undeniable  confutation  of  them,  and  is  be- 
fides  l'uch  a  dextrous  Anfwer,  as  may  ferve  to 
Overthrow  any  Authority  of  this  kind,  1  niighc 
be  able  to  produce.  This  molt  certainly  is 
playing  a  fure  Game,  and  lecures  the  Victory 
at  all  Events.  If  I  can  produce  no  inftance. 
Where  the  Word  may  feem  tb  be  us'd 

fbr  an  extraordinary  Darknefs^  then  ExAet^s 
mult  mean  a  natural  Eclipfe  5  and  if  I  can  pro¬ 
duce  any  fuch,  then  the  Author  that  ufes  it, 
is  certainly  mijlaken 5  fo  either  way  I’m  likely 
to  be  foil'd,  and  the  Dodor  is  fafe.  However 
I  flatter  myfelf  with  hopes,  that  Dr.  S.  himfelf 
will  be  mightily  mijlakeny  if  he  thinks  fuch  art 
Anfwer  convincing.  Neither  will  it  follow 
from  hence,  becaufe  we  admit  fhch  a  Senfe  of 
ExAtKj/is  in  Dky  that  we  muft  necclfarily  be¬ 
lieve  every  prodigy  recorded  by  him  or  other 
antient  Hiftorians.  The  Dodor  need  be  under 
no  manner  of  appreheiifion  of  fuch  a  Confe¬ 
rence,  as  he  feems  to  intimate0,  for  in  this 
Cafe  we  are  only  confldering  what  thole  Hi - 

|  a  )  Sec.  £)cf.  p;  6O0  (  b  )  Ibid.  p.  61. 
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jioriam  believe  or  record,  not  what  he  or  I  imift 
believe  upon  their  Word.  We  are  not  deput¬ 
ing  about  the  Truth  or  reality  of  the  Things 
but  only  about  the  Phrafe  in  which  we  find 
it  exprefs'd,  and  the  Notion  which  the  Wri¬ 
ter  himielf  entertained  of  it.  If  he  thinks  a 
prodigy  to  be  real  Fa  ft  and  relates  it  as  fuch,  it 
is  fumcient  for  Us,  whether  ive  receive  it  as 
true,  or  rejeft  it  as  fabulous.  So  that  Dr.  $. 
may  fafely  allow  that  Senfe  of  in  Dio, 

which  I  contend  for,  without  intrenching  in 
the  lead  on  his  own  Incredulity. 

But  one  Remark  there  is  dropt  under  this 
Article  about  the  Word  (txotqs,  which  falls  much 
heavier  upon  me,  and  deferves  to  be  carefully 
confidered.  I  had  faidc,  that  themojl  proper  Word 
that  Aftronomers  /f»a?Hiftorians  could  ufe  to  fx* 
prefs  fuch  extraordinary  Phenomena,  as  nearly  re* 
fembled  a  natural  Eclipfe  in  Effedt  tho’  not  in  the 
Caufe,  would  be  ExAa^is,becaufe  as  they  are  fit 
posd  to  be  very  like  a  natural  Eclipfe,  no  one 
Word  would  exprefs  that  likenefs  fo  well  as  f* 
That  <syjo tds  or  any  other  Word  ivould  be 
low  and  jejune ,  very  fhort  and  defective.  Upon 
which  Dr.  S.  obferves,  He  forgot ,  /  fuppofe,  that 
Matthew,  Mark,  and  Luke  all  made  ufe  of  that 
low  and  jejune,  very  (bort  and  defective  Word  crxoTBsf. 
Here,  1  muft  own,  I  fhould  be  juftly  correfted, 
and  fhould  readily  beg  pardon  for  what  I  had 
faid,  if  it  necefiarily  extends  to  the  facred  E- 

{  c  )  Phlegcn  examined  -p.  64*  ( t )  Sec.  D ef.  p.  Co. 
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vangclifts,  or  cnfts  the  lead  diftant  Refk&ioa 
upon  their  ufc  of  die  Word  ctxotcs.  But  as  it 
was  far  trorn  my  Thoughts  to  (peak  any  thing 
unbecoming  of  thole  Holy  Writers,  io  it  is, 
as  I  apprehend,  very  far  from  the  natural  fenfe 
of  my  Words.  1  was  fpcaking  of  Creek  A- 
ft ro nomers  and  Hiftorims ,  who  could  not  have 
the  lame  realon  for  ufing  the  Word  a-roaos, 
that  the  facred  Penmen  had.  Thefc  wrore  a 
different  fort  of  Greek  from  the  others,  mix’d 
with  Hebrew  or  Syr  lack  Idioms  and  Phra  fes, 
and  often  luperadding  a  Hebrew  Senfe  to  a 
Greek  Word  $  by  which  means  it  was  enlarg’d 
and  improv’d  in  it’s  fignification,  and  became 
more  exprcllive  and  cmphatical,  than  otherwife 
■  it  would  have  been  in  pure  Greek.  Thus  the 
\¥ord  (jxoto$  in  the  ftile  of  a  Hebrew  is  as 
ftrong  and  fignificativc,  as  ExA  can  be  in 
Thucydides  or  Ptolemy.  It  may  denote  alone  the 
moft  extraordinary  and  dreadful  Darknefs  that 
can  happen,  as  it  does  in  the  LXX.  Gen.  I.  2. 
There  was  0x070$  Darknefs  (Heb.  -^n )  upon  the 
face  of  the  deep.  And  Exod.  x.  21.  Where  God  fays 
to  Mofc-s,  ft  retch  out  thine  hand  toward  heaven , 
and  there  Jhall  be  Darknefs  (  oxorof  over  the 
land  of  Egypt.  It  may  Jlgnify  likewife  an  E- 
clipfe  of  the  Luminaries  either  natural  or  preter¬ 
natural.  For  the  very  Word  us’d  commonly 
by  the  Jew/ ft?  Rabbles  \  to  exp  refs  a  natural 

{  f)  Vid,  Buxtorf.  Lexicon.  Rabbin,  brev.  p.  9^9. 

;  Lexic.  Talmudic,  p.  1976. 
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Eclipfe  is  WHp  Kadruth  or  *WTp  ICiddyr}  cb  7a* 
ratio,  Obtenebratto ;  and  the  fird  of  thefe  is  rcn- 
d  red  in  if  at.  JL.  3.  by  tniim,  I  doth  the  Ilea- 
veits  with  Blackliefs  or  Darknefs,  d$'jm  r ov 
ovpzvov  2KO  roZ,  alluding,  as  feme  Interpreters 
fuppofe,  to  the  Egyptian  Darknefs.  And  fuch 
a  Sente  it  has  again  Joel .  II.  31.  The  Sun  Jk-all 
be  turned  into  Darknefs.  Gr.  titTVL<&z(pyoiTaui  iU 
2K0T02.  Where  the  Hebrew  Word  is  the 
fame  as  in  Gcnefis  and  Exodus  before » 
hhojloec.  From  hence  then  it  appears,  that  axorog 
in  an  old  JewiJh  Writer  is  far  from  being  lew 
and  defective,  tho'  it  might  be  fo  in  a  Greek 
Astronomer  or  Hforian  \  the  former  had  no 
ftronger  Word  to  exprefs  fuch  Phenomena,  the 
latter  had  his  technical  F  5  The  former  by 

that  alone  could  fignify  as  much  as  the  other 
by  adding  Epithets  to  it,  or  ufing  his  proper 
iermsof  Art.  Bcfidcs,  there  was  a  particular  Rea- 
fon  why  the  (acred  Penmen  fhould  ufe  the 
Word  cnioTos  rather  than  Extent.  They  were 
to  relate  that  memorable  Event  atter.dine;  the 
Paflion  of  our  Saviour  with  the  plained  fim- 
plicity,  and  in  terms  the  lead  liable  to  exccp- 
tion  and  mi  (interpretation.  Now  if  they  in¬ 
dead  of  < txctos  had  us'd  rhe  word  EkPu^?,  the 
Pagans  in  after  times  would  have  artfully  plead¬ 
ed  it  againft  the  ChrUiians,  to  fnew  that  this 
Darknels  was  only  a  common  Eclipfe ,  and  not 
any  extraordinary  fign  from  Heaven  upon  that 
iolemn  occafion.  I  his  we  may  guefs  would 

have 
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have  been  the  Cafe,  by  their  mifapprehenfions 
and  mifreprefentations  of  this  very  Fad,  even 
'without  any  colour  from  Scripture,  as  we  learn 
from  Tertullian  and  On  gen.  To  prevent  there* 
fore  any  mifeonftrudion  in  a  Point  of  fuch 
importance  to  the  Chriftians7  <ntoTo$  in  the  Gof 
pel  was  more  proper  than  ExA^is  would  have 
been.  But  Ajlronomefs  and  common  Htflorians , 
when  they  were  to  exprefs  an  extraordinary 
Varknefs ,  and  fignify  the  near  refemblance  of 
it  to  a  natural  Ec Up fe  in  effed  and  appearance, 
might  u(e  the  Word  without  any  fuch 

ill  Confequence,  and  at  the  fame  time  convey 
a  better  Idea  of  it  to  a  Reader  by  that  term, 
than  by  the  Word  gx.qto$.  So  that  as  the  two 
Cafes  are  very  different,  what  is  (aid  of  the 
one  is  not  immediately  applicable  to  the. 
other. 


X, 

The  next  Article  relating  to  rhlegon’s 
mtjjionsy  is  little  more  than  a  bare  repetition 
of  the  fame  Things  over  again,  without  any 
dired  Anfwer  to  what  I  had  pleaded  againft 
them.  It  is  Jlill  unaccountable  to  Dr.  S,  that  he 
pjould  take  notice  of  an  Eclipfe,  and  yet  not  any 
notice  of  the  only  'very  remarkable  Ctrcuwflances  of 
it-.  And  1  muft  fill  reply,  that  antient  Hfo- 
rians  and  chronclogers  were  Rldom  or  never  fo 
f  c)  Sc c.  Def.  p-  6z, 
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minute  and  particular  in  Obfervations  of  this 
kind,  as  fome  Modems  are  5  they  contented 
themfelves  very  often  with  a  bare  mention  of 
an  Eclipfe ,  without  remarking  the  time  or  du¬ 
ration  or  any  article  of  Moment  concerning 
it.  And  this  even  in  Cafes,  where  Ionic  thing 
extraordinary  and  linking  occur’d,  as  may  be 
feen  in  Bio  and  Servius  quoted  before.  An  ac¬ 
curate  Modern  might  wonder,  that  neither  of 
thefe  two  Writers  fhould  take  the  leaft  notice 
of  the  Place  of  the  Moon  at  the  Time  of  their 
Solar  Eclipfe  ;  and  that  one  of  them  (Bio)  fhould 
not  drop  a  fyllable  about  the  duration ,  Bay ,  or 
Hour  of  his.  Yet  wonderful  as  this  is,  the 
Fad  is  certain  that  neither  of  them  fpeak  of 
a  natural  and  proper  Eclipfe.  And  why  might 
not  the  Author,  whom  Phlegon  follow'd,  be 
as  little  exad  and  particular  \  For  as  to  Phlegon 
himfelf,  he  did  not  write  his  Olympiads ,  at  the 
time  when  this  Eclipfe  happened,  but  at  leaft 
an  hundred  Years  after  it;  and  therefore  could 
give  no  fuller  Account  of  it,  than  he  receiv'd 
from  other  Writers  before  him.  Dr.  S.  indeed 
forgetting  this  Circumftance,  had  confidered  f 
him  before  as  living  at  the  very  Time  of  his 
Eclipfe ;  but  now  being  advis'd  of  the  contra¬ 
ry,  thought  it  beft  to  drop  that  Argument,  and 
tacitly  to  own  his  miftake. 

As  to  what  is  faid  about  Origen  s  confining  the 
Eclipfe  and  Earthquake  to  the.  Land  of  Judaa> 

{  f  )  Def.  p.  9,  10. 
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that  likcwife  I  had  obviated  before,  and  what 
I  faid  then  is  a  full  Anfwer  to  the  flender  Ex¬ 
ceptions  in  this  Second  Defenfe .  It  was  only  a 
private  Conjecture  ot  Origens ,  introduc'd  by  a 
moded  arbitror  in  his  Latin  Work,  without  one 
tittle  of pofittve  Evidence  to  confirm  it.  And 
even  this  Conjecture  of  his  was  overthrown 
by  Origen  himfelf  in  his  Books  againft  Celfus*y 
where  he  makes  no  fcruple  of  acknowledging 
Fhlegon  to  be  a  Witnefs  both  of  the  Eclhfe 
and  great  Earthquake  at  the  Pad!  on  of  Chrift. 
Let  the  Reader  therefore  judge,  which  Origen  is 
of  mod  Authority  5  He  who  appears  only  in  a 
barbarous  Latin  Tranflation,  or  He  who  is  dill 
extant  in  his  original  Greek.  He  who  at  one 
time  offers  only  a  private  Opinion,  or  He  who 
after  more  Experience  and  Confederation  thinks 
fit  to  retraCt  it.  To  which  mud  be  added, 
that  the  Ant  'tents  in  general  extended  the  Dark- 
nefs  and  Earthquake  beyond  Judaa.  It  is  a 
Mundi  cafus  with  Tertullian b,  with  Arnobiusc  u- 
niverfa  Mundi  funt  Element  a  turbata  ;  and  Afri- 
canus d  the  Doctor’s  favourite  Author  declares 
expreflly,  that  there  tv  as  a  mojl  dreadful  Dark - 

(  a  )  TJspi  hri  Tiospfov  KcUTzepoq  ExTtetyw;  ..  mpl  ME¬ 

TA  AON  2EI2MS2N  t*  ^55  ccvzjpoi'Sz  >9  ^DA^v.  Cont.  Celf.  L.  II. 
p.  So. 

(  b  )  Tertull.  Apolog.  c.  21. 

(  c)  Arnob.  adv.  Gent.  L.  I  p.  32. 

(  d  )  K&5’  oA.%  &  >y<r[Aov  ervj) iyzusTo  (potzpanuTov'  SEISMQ 
$z  al  tizpivyvvnv^  tC.  -ru  'f  lovty[af  £  AM5T? $  yK$  v&- 

•nppipt].  Ap,  Syncell.  p.  322. 
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nefs  over  the  whole  World ,  the  Rocks  were  rent 
by  an  Earthquake,  and  many  Places  in  Judd  a 
and  other  parts  of  the  Earth  were  thrown  down , 
Now  why  muft  all  thefe  Writers,  nay  why 
mud  Orwen  himfelf  in  his  Greek  and  genuine 
Work,  be  rejected  in  complaifance  to  one  ob~ 
feure  and  fufpicious  Palfage  of  the  Latin  O * 
rigen?  If  you  fay,  becaufe  we  have  no  Evidence 
from  Pagan  Writers  for  what  they  Jay ,  in  a 
Fa  cl  that  all  the  World  mufl  be  fur  priz'd  at e  5  I 
anfwer,  that  Tertullian f  appeals  to  the  Roman 
Archives  for  an  Account  of  this  Faft,  whole 
Authority  in  point  of  Learning  or  Hiftory  is  as 
good  as  any  Greek  o r  Romans  of  his  Time.  And 
pray,  who  are  the  Pagans  that  object  an  uni- 
vcrfal  filence  in  their  Fiiftories  as  to  the  Dark- 
nefs  and  Earthquake)  Why  only  fome  anony¬ 
mous  Gentlemen,  introduc’d  as  violent  Ene¬ 
mies  to  the  Chriftians  in  the  Latin  Traciatus , 
and  mightily  dilpos’d  to  cavil  at  all  Events  ; 
whofe  Sincerity  and  Knowledge  we  may  guefs 
at  by  their  calling  the  Darknefs  at  the  Paf- 
fton  a  common  Eclipfe  of  the  Sun,  which  was 
evidently  falfe  ;  and  when  that  would  not  ferve 
their  turn,  then  they  ask,  how  comes  it  pafs  that 


(  e  )  Sec.  Def.  p.  70. 

(f  )  Earn  Mundi  cafum  in  Archivu  ^efris  habetis.  TertuIL 
Apolog.  c.  21. 

To  the  fame  Roman  Annals  does  the  Martyr  Lucian  appeal . 
Requirite  in  annalihus  'vef  ris ,  invenietis  temporibus  Pilajti,  Chrifto 
patiente,  fugato  Sole,  interruptum  tenebris  Diem,  a  pud  Rufin. 
Rift.  Ecclef.  L.  IX,  6, 
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only  Chriftian  Writers  take  notice  of  this  ex¬ 
traordinary  Event,  and  no  other  Greek  or  Bar¬ 
barian  of  that  time  ?  What  proof  is  this,  that 
no  Pagan  did  really  take  notice  of  that  extra¬ 
ordinary  Event  \  Muft  we  neceffarily  allow 
their  Interpretation  of  every  Writer  to  be  juft 
and  clear  againft  us?  Muft  Phlegon  and  Thallus 
and  the  Roman  Archives  and  the  Greek  Commen¬ 
taries  mentioned  by  Eufebius s,  be  all  given  up 
immediately  as  nothing  to  our  purpofe,  be- 
caufe  forfooth  thefe  Pagan  Objeclors  will  pleafe 
to  affirm  that  they  arc  not?  That,  I  think,  would 
be  paying  more  deference  to  a  Pagans  word, 
and  lefts  to  a  chrifiians ,  than  is  due  from  any 
Chrfiian  Author.  As  to  Origens  Anftwer  to  them, 
that  has  been  confider’d  before  h,  and  may  now 
be  difmifs'd. 

The  laft  difficulty  that  lies  in  our  way  is 
this  $  Phlegon  obfterves  that  in  his  Eclipfte  the 
Stars  appeared  in  the  Heavens ;  now  had  he  in¬ 
tended  any  Darknefs,  but  what  arofe  from  a  pro¬ 
per  Eclipfe ,  he  would  not  have  added  this  Circum - 
fiance ,  becaufe  whatever  ob ft  rubied  the  Rays  of  the 
Sun ,  would  much  more  obfirucl  the  Light  of  the 
Stars  K  This  1  called  a  mere  Suppofition ,  be- 
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<£  T5~?  71 7pt  TO  7Tudoq  "P  2&>T/5p(£^-  iffAjiOV  OV .  Ellfeb. 

Chron.  Grsc.  p.  202.  Ed.  1658. 

(  h)  Sec.  Phlegon  examined  p .76,  77.  { i )  Sec.  Def.  p.  70,  71. 
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caufe  Dr.  $.  does  evidently  fuppofe  and  take 
for  granted,  that  the  Darknels  at  the  Paflion 
was  occalion'd  by  fomething  that  ohftr titled  the 
Rays  of  the  Sim ,  like  Clouds  and  Fogs.  Whereas 
I  laid,  it  was  much  more  probable,  that  no¬ 
thing  of  this  kind  occafioncd  the  Darknefs  at 
the  Paflion  5  becaufe  as  it  was  preternatural  in 
itlelf,  io  it  was  likely  to  be  very  far  remov’d 
from  any  ordinary  Caufe  of  darknels.  And  to 
confirm  this  Opinion  of  mine,  I  produced  the 
Learned  Grotius  as  concurring  with  me,  whofe 
judgment,  I  believe,  is  of  equal  weight  and 
influence  with  that  of  Dr.  Sykes :  In  reply  to 
all  this,  Dr.  S.  de fires  me  to  fay  f  omethmg  that 
is  not  Suppoftiorty  that  is  more  probable  5  arid  fhenr 
how  the  Sun  ca?t  be  hid  and  the  Stars  appear ,  and 
jet  not  by  a  natural  Eclipfe .  As  if  a  bare  Sup » 
pofition  of  mine  confirm'd  by  the  judgment  of 
Grotius,  and  probable  in  itlelf,  was  not  fufficient 
to  anfwer  a  bare  Suppofition  of  Dr.  S.  in  which  he 
is  very  lingular,  and  without  any  fupport  from 
Antiquity.  As  his  whole  Argument  in  this 
Article  was  built  on  a  private  Suppofition  of  his^ 
it  was  fufficiently  anfwer’d,  as  to  any  conclu* 
five  force  it  could  have,  by  another  Suppofitiotz 
of  mine,  equally  probable  in  itlelf,  and  fup~ 
ported  by  Reafons ,  which  the  Dodlor  has  not 
attempted  to  invalidate.  As  to  fhewing ,  how 
the  Sun  could  be  hid ,  and  the  Stars  appear  with¬ 
out  a  natural  Eclipfe ,  I  pretend  not  to  do  it  in, 
a  natural  way  $  but  certainly  fuch  a  Divine 

Power, 


Power,  as  difplayed  itfelf  in  a  miraculous  man¬ 
ner  at  the  Pafllon  of  Chrift,  might  eafily  ef¬ 
fect  this,  and  mod  probably  did  effeft  it,  to 
didinguifh  the  wonderful  Darknefs  of  that  time, 
from  any  natural  and  ordinary  one.  Whether 
this  be  writing  like  an  Advocate  retained  for  a 
Cmf'e ,  as  the  Doctor  very  candidly  infinuates, 
I  leave  to  the  arbitration  of  thole,  who  are 
not  wedded  to  a  darling  Hypothecs. 

And  now  having  carefully  examined  every 
Article  of  moment,  in  which  I  am  concerned 
thro' the  whole  Defence ,  1  fhail  fum  up  infhort 
the  Evidence,  which  manifeftly  appears  in  fa¬ 
vour  of  my  reading  of  Phlegon.  Eufebius ,  the 
firft  Writer,  that  quotes  the  very  Words  of  Phle- 
gony  reprefents  his  Eclipfe  as  happening  in  the 
fourth  year  of  Ol.  202.  the  year  of  our  Savi¬ 
ours  Pafllon.  And  the  numeral  S  in  Eufibius 
Is  fix’d  beyond  all  difpute  by  the  Latin  Tranf* 
I  at  ions  of  Jerom  and  Anaftafius.  In  the  fame 
manner  docs  the  Chronicon  Pafchale  quote  Phle¬ 
gon  in  two  different  places,  who  is  proved 
to  be  no  Tranfcribcr  from  Eufebius ,  but  an  O- 
r'tgmal  Citer  from  Phlegon .  Philoponus  likewife 
is  fhewn  to  agree  with  the  other  two  in 
the  fame  numeral,  being  fully  clear’d  from 
the  late  Exceptions  of  Dr.  S.  againft  it.  To 
which  may  be  added  as  probable  Teftimonies, 
the  Hi  ft  or  ia  Mifcella ,  and  Freculphus  Lexovien - 
jis .  Bcfides  all  this  the  Obje&ions  drawn  from 
Jfricanns ,  and  Origen}  and  the  Chrcumftances 
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of  Phlegons  Eclipfe,  are  particularly  examined 
and  confuted.  Thus  (lands  the  Evidence  on 
our  fide.  Dr.  S.  on  the  other  fide  has  not  one 
pofitive  Authority  to  countenance  his  fir [l  or 
fecond  year  of  Ol.  202.  and  all  that  he  offers 
tor  it  is  merely  prefumptive  and  conjectural* 
and  that,  I  hope,  effectually  overthrown  in 
the  pages  preceding.  Upon  this  Reprefenta- 
tion  of  the  Cafe,  I  leave  the  Reader  to  de¬ 
termine  where  the  ftrongeft  Evidence  lies,  and 
readily  agree  with  the  Do&or  to  trouble  him 
with  nothing  further  in  this  Controvert}7. 


POSTSCRIPT, 

TJaving  occafion  in  the  Courfe  of  this 
X  JL  Difputc,  to  quote  a  Pafiage  or  two  from 
the  Chrome  on  Pafchale,  I  had  intimated  to  the 
Reader,  that  the  Learned  Du  F refine  difeover’d 
the  Chronicon  ro  be  really  made  up  of  two  parts , 
compos  d  by  different  Authors  at  different  times , 
the  firft  beginning  with  Adam  and  ending  A. 

CO  O  CO 

D.  354.  in  theXVil/^  of  the  Emperor  Confirm- 
tiuSy  and  the  fecond  continuing  it  down  from 
that  year  to  the  XXih  of  the  Emperor  Hera- 
clius  A.D.  630 f  I  iikewife  obferva  from  thence, 
that  the  Tefti  monies  cited  from  the  Chronic  on 
in  relation  to  Ph logon,  were  probably  much  more 

(  i)  Phlegm  examined.  p„  17. 


ant  rent. 


(  8o  ) 

antient ,  than  they  are  commonly  fuppofed  and  re - 
prejented)  being  extant  in  the  former  part  of  it, 
and  confecpaently  not  to  be  placed  lower  than  A. 
IX  354 ,  a  few  years  after  Eujebius.  This  ac¬ 
count  of  the  Chromcon  Dr.  S.  is  not  willing  to 
allow,  and  he  cannot  by  any  means,  he  faysk, 
come  intoD^  Frcjne  s  Opinion  about  it;  being 
ftili  perfuaded,  it  feems,  that  the  whole  of  it 
belongs  to  one  Writer,  and  was  compos’d  much 
later  than  the  great  French  Critick  fuppofes. 
To  which  purpofe  he  produces  fome  Paffages 
from  the  Chronicon ,  wherein  mention  is  made 
of  Things  and  Per  ions,  that  are  much  later 
than  A.  D.  3  54,  and  yet  were  all  in  Holflenms 
Copy,  and  not  mark’d  as  interpolations  by  the 
Learned  Editor  Da  Frefne  h  Now  to  give  the 
Reader  a  clearer  infight  into  the  Affair,  and 
to  enable  him  the  better  to  form  a  judgment  of 
what  either  Dr.  Sykes  or  my  fe If  have  advanc’d 
upon  this  head, I  fhall  briefly  lay  before  him  the 
Grounds  and  Rcafons  for  Du  Frefne  $  Opinion, 
and  then  offer  fome  reply  to  the  Do&or’s  Ob¬ 
jections.  Lucas  Holflenius  a  mod  Learned  and 
inquifitive  Man  had  met  with  a  very  antient 
Manufcript  Copy  of  the  Chronicon  Pafchale , 
much  fhortcr  than  the  old  Edition  of  it  by 
Rader  us ,  and  ending  in  the  XVII  th  of  Con  ft  an- 
tius  A.  D.  354.  By  comparing  this  MS.  with 
the  common  Edition,  and  finding  lb  great  a 
difference  between  them,  he  was  perfuaded  that 

(k)  See.  Def.  p.  13.  (1)  Ibid,  p.  14.  ...  . -  17. 
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a  great  part  of  the  prefcnt  Chronicon  was  no¬ 
thing  but  an  interpolation  and  continuation 
of  the  Original  by  a  later  Writer,  who  lived 
in  the  Reign  of  Heradius  about  A.  D.  650c 
And  accordingly  Holflenius  in  fomc  marginal 
Observations  upon  his  own  Edition  of  the 
Chronicon ,  mark'd  very  carefully  the  difference 
between  that  and  his  MS,  and  gave  particu¬ 
lar  Notice  what  Paffages  of  the  former  were 
wanting  in  the  latter.  The  Manufcript,  which 
Holfienim  madeufcof,  is  fup pos'd  by  Du  Frejne 
to  be  that  which  a  Sicilian  Abbot  procur’d 
from  the  Oratory  in  Constantinople ,  and  present¬ 
ed  to  the  King  of  Spain.  Now  from  this 
MS,  and  thele  Observations  of  Holflenius ,  and 
not  from  any  random  Conjectures  or  Sufpi- 
cion$2  was  Du  Frefne  convinc’d  likewife,  that 
the  Perfon  who  carried  down  the  Chronicon 
Paflchale  to  the  Reign  of  Heradius ,  was  not 
the  Author  of  the  whole  Work,  but  onlv 
continued  it  from  the  year  3545  inferring  here 
and  there  Additions  of  his  own  even  in  the 
former  part  of  it  5  and  he  tells  us  farther,  that 
Francis  Pithceus  a  Man  of  great  Sagacity  had 
fu (peeled the  fame  thing,  and  imagined  the  firft 
Chronicon  to  have  been  written  in  the  lafk 
year  of  Conflantine  the  Great ,  upon  a  bare 
Conjedure  of  his  own,  without  any  affiftance 
from  a  Manufcript*.  When  thefe  Difcove- 

{  *  )  Quoad  igitur  astatem  C'hronici,  cum  non  unus  extiterit,  a 
s\:uq  ducubratum  fuerit,  conftat  faltem  ilium,  a  quo  ad  Hera  cl  i- 
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lies  were  publifh'd  to  the  World  by  Du  Fref- 
ne  in  his  New  and  excellent  Edition  of  the 
Chronicon ,  they  were  receiv'd  with  great  Ap- 
plan  e  by  the  Learned,  and  drew  the  moft  E- 
minent  Ecclcltafticai  Criticks  into  his  Opini¬ 
on.  Dr.  Cave  particularly,  who  had  different 
Thoughts  of  it  before,  and  gave  other  Ac¬ 
counts  :of  it  in  his  fit  ft  Volume  of  Hifioria  Lite - 

um  perdudhim  eft,  non  effe  totius  operis  fcriptcrem,  fed  alterius 
quod  in  annum  Conftantii  XVII.  qui  eft  Chrifti  CCCLIV.  de¬ 
merit,  continuatorem  &  interpolatorern.  Id  docemur  praefertira 
cx  dodliftimi  Holftenii  obfervationibus,  quas  Codici  fuo  Chroni- 
ei  Alexandrini  edito  fubinde  affixerat,  hike  ad  pnedidlum  ann. 
Conftantii,  poft  haec  verba  eiibv  A tjyx&v,  adferiptis  ;  Hie  dejiit 
Audi  or  Cbronici  Pafchalis,  at  era  funt  Continuatoris.  Id  certe, 
fubodoratus  fuerit  Vir  admodum  lagax  Francifcus  Pithoeus,  qui 
de  hoc  Chronica  verba  faciens,  aiebat  illud  videri  feriptum  ul¬ 
timo  Magni  Conftantini  Anno,  Feliciano  &  Tatiano  Coff.  Inde 
ergo  colligitur  primum  Audlorem  Pafchalii  vixiiTe  circa  tempora 
Conftantii,  quibus  adhue  vigebant  de  Pafchalis  feftivitatis  die  Con- 

troverliae ;  quae  cum  recruduiftent  fub  Heraclio  - — occafionem 

alter!  praebuerint  Pafchale  iftud  Chronkum  pridem  confcriptum 

- - —  ad  fua  ufque  tempora  perducendi,  atque  adeo  priorem 

hanc  editionem  fubinde  interpolandi,  dum  fua  vel  aliena  inter* 
mifeet.  Prius  iftud  Chronico-n  Adit  Holftenius,  &  quantum  con- 
]icere  licet,  ex  Codice  MS.  quern  ut  ex  V.  C.  Emerico  Bigotio 
didicimus,  Abbas  de  Farina  Siculus  Regi  Catholico  ab  Oratorio 
Conftantincpoli  com  para  verat,  ipfique  communicaverat.  Illud  de- 
inde  cum  editionc  Radcriana  idem  Holftenius  contulit,  variis  ad 
margines  adferiptis  ledtionibus,  fuis  etiam  interdum  admixtis  e- 
mendationibus  &  conjedturis :  ubi  quae  fubinde  erant  inferta 
ab  interpolatore,  deerantque  in  eodem  MS.  exemplar!  diligenter 
adnotarat.  Quinetiam  in  reliqua  deinceps  Chronic!  parte  emen- 
dationes  ex  ingenio  adjecit  Quae  quidem  omnia  in  Notas  noftras 
retulimus,  eique  ut  par  eft  adfcripftmus,  turn  ne  alium  dicamur 
fuppilaffe,  turn  quod  Viri  undequaque  docliftimi  in  Re  literaria 
adepta  pridem  exiftimatio  &  aucloritas  Ledtorem  in  illius  fenten- 
tiam  haud  aegre  forte  ad*duxerit.  Canf.  Prsefat.  in  Chron.  Pafchal. 
p.  3.  Ed.  Parif.  p.  7.  Ed.  Venet. 
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raria,  afterwards  chang’d  his  Mind  in  his  Supple** 
ment*,  and  readily  acquiefc’d  in  Du  FreJue’sDe- 
terminations.  Before  Him  our  mod  Learned 
Dr.  Hody ,  who  had  examined  this  Chronicon 
with  as  much  Application  and  Accuracy  as 
any  Man,  and  was  as  able  as  any  one  to  form 
a  true  judgment  about  it,  declar’d  his  Appro¬ 
bation  likewife  of  the  lame  Hypothefis,  and 
promis’d  us  a  critical  difeuffion  of  this  Point, 
in  a  Work  which  he  had  then  begun,  but  1 
believe  never  finifh’d,  I)e  Scriptoribus  Rerum  JF- 
gyptiarum f.  After  both  thele  came  the  great 
FabriciusX >  and  he  too  acceded  to  their  Party. 
By  all  which  Authorities  I  was  inclin’d  my- 
felf  to  entertain  the  lame  Opinion  of  th cChro* 
nicon ,  and  muft  dill  perfifl  in  it,  notwithftand- 
ing  the  Obj  eft  ions  now  rais’d  by  Dr.  Sykes  a- 
gainft  it.  I  allow,  that  the  Pali  ages  produc’d 
by  him,  are  not  mark’d  as  Interpolations  by 
Holftemtts,  or  wanting  in  his  Manufcript,  as 
many  others  are 5  and  if  they  really  belong  to 
the  firft  Edition  of  the  Chronicon ,  they  will 
certainly  prove  it’s  compofition  to  be  later  than 

(  *  )  Hiftoria  Literar.  Vol.  II.  p,  218. 

(  f  )  Hod.  Prolegom.  in  Malel.  §.  33.  34. 

De  Chronico  hocce  P  afchali ,  de  illius  HFtate,  Autore,  Sc 
Continualore,  &  quaenam  exiftant  in  co  fuppolititia,  occafionem 
nos  habuimus  ex  profelTo  diflerendi  in  alio  Opere  nondum  edito, 
De  Scriptoribus  Rerum  JEgyptiarum ,  Libro  fc.  illius  tertio,  in  quo 
fpeciatim  traelamus  de  Scriptoribus  Reram  Ale xandr inarum  live 
Rtolemaicarum.  Id.  ibid.  §.  34. 

(|)  Fabric.  Biblioth.  Graec.  Tqm.  VI.  p.  14?. 
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the  year  354.  Eut  my  Reafons  againft  the  Ar¬ 
gument  drawn  from  thence  are  as  follow. 

I.  Du  Frejne »  the  Editor  of  the  Chronicon,, 
who  had  all  Holftentuss  Gbfervations  before 
him,  was  very  well  aware  of  thcfe  PafTages  men¬ 
tioned  by  Dr.  Sykes,  and  yet  thought  them  of 
no  Weight  and  Confequence  againft  his  Hy¬ 
pothecs  ^  He  plainly  fuppofes  *  the  long  Quo¬ 
tation  of  Dorotheas  to  be  inferted  by  the  Con - 
tinuator  of  the  Chronicon  in  Heracliufs  lime; 
and  I  make  no  doubt,  but  he  pafs’d  the  fame 
judgment  upon  the  other  Quotations  of  Baft. A 
Gregory,  Eutyches ,  Apollmarius,  and  Leontius .  For 
obferving  by  Ho l [i emus  s  Copy,  that  the  Names 
of  A th mafias a.  Baft l b,  Epiphanius c,  and  Dionyftus d 
the  Areopagite  had  been  inferted  in  other  places 
by  the  Continuator,  he  might  reafonably  enough 
fufpcd,  that  thofe  of  Baft l,  Gregory,  Leontius  &c. 
here  came  all  from  the  fame  hand. 

II.  T  o  me  there  appear  evident  Marks  of 
Interpolation  in  many  PafTages  of  the  Chronicon, 
even  in  thofe  which  are  ftill  retain'd  in  the  MS. 
of  HolfenmSyE uchasgrofs  Incoherencies,  Incon- 
ftftences,  and  idle  Repetitions,  a  particular  ex¬ 
amination  of  all  which  would  require  a  diftinft 

(  *  )  Unde  colligere  faltem  liceat,  ut  &  pariter  ex  hoc  Vafchali , 
in  XX.  Her aclii  annum  definente ,  baud  efle  nuperos  hofee  qua- 
lefcunqne  Scriptores,  quod  quidam  volunt,  fiquidem  ante  annum 
DCC.Ji  vixerint.  Cang.  Not.  in  Chron.  Patch,  p.  5 op.  Ed.  Par. 
415.  Ed.  Venet. 

(  a  )  Chron.  Pafch.  p.  225.  (  b  )  Ibid.  p.  203,  223. 

( c )  Ibid.  p.  23,  255,  263.  (  d  )  Ibid.  p.  220.  Ed.  Par. 
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Treat  ife,  and  fhall  therefore  be  referv'd  to  a- 
nother  time.  I  may  only  take  Koticc  that 
Dr.  Hody\  before  me  difcover’d  the  like  A- 
dulterations  in  that  Manulcriptj  and  pals  on 
now  to  the  Doftor’s  Inftances,  in  which  we  may 
difcern  feme  fufpicious  Circumftances  and  Cha- 
rafters,  betraying,  I  think,  a  Second  Author  in 
Difguife.  The  long  account  of  the  old  Pro¬ 
phets  is  introduc’d  with  thefe  Words.  Aw  os- 
<ruvrofiCt)  lAvyiMonwoui  KAI  ffyf  IlpotpyTjy,  xj 
KAI  clxjtvs  'Z&J  y  X&1&  X&cuv  juugyfs  vrp-Mpyxo- 
xouf  on  7ra\>T.$  doii>  roS  TCpcenoT? Axqou  Add/x 
fJLi x W  loodmv  roc f  BcL'kIiwu,  e’$  rtco  fuShsoz tv 
xarct(px(nv  k(p'jp£nv.  Gang.  Nunc  porro  meniorandi 
funt  Prophet#,  atque  demonjirandum  quemadmoaum 
ipji  Chrifli  myflerium  pr#dixerint ,  (?  ut  cmnes  ah 
Adam  primo  Horn  mum  ujque  ad  Joannem  Bap- 
tifiam  ad  futurum Jlatum  rejpexerint .  Ed.  Pan 


p.  146.  Here  the  firft  Sentence  is  not  exactly 
tranflated,  but  Ihould  be  rendred  thus,  Hie  com- 
wemorandi  funt  breviter  etiam  Prophet#  &c.  For 
the  Words  da  uvnouco  and  K At 
deferve  particular  notice,  and  are  of  no  fmall 
ufe  in  our  prefent  Enquiry.  The  whole  Paf~ 
Page  is  introduc’d  at  the  conclufion  of  Darius 


{  i’  )  Neque  folum  Exemplar  Pafchalls  e<vulgatum  fragmentis 
multis  addititiis  abundaf,  fecf&  ipfum  Exemplar  Holficnicumm  irj 
aliis  locis  infititia  fua  habet.  Ut  omittam  ea  quee  non  funt 
hujus  loci;  quod  caetera  ilia  cunfta  de  Rcmulo  Sc  Roma  in  loco 
prccdi&o,  qnce  in  Codice  etiam  Holfleniano  leguntur,  qua^que 
Noiter  (  Malela )  quoque  Autor  agnolcit,  Pafchali  fuerunt  inferta* 
hinc  fatis  probabiie  argumentum  ducitur,  quod  id c.  Froiegom.  in 
Malel.  §.33. 

ByftafpePs 


Reign,  and  the  building  of  the  fccond 
Temple  by  the  Jews,  And  the  Author  lets  out 
with  his  account  or  the  Prophets  and  their  Pro¬ 
phecies,  as  if  he  had  laid  nothing  before  either  of 
one  or  the  other,  and  as  if  he  had  been  fpeaking 
of  the  Myftery  ot  C  hrifks  Incarnation  and  ot  John 
the  Bapu/i  in  the  Words  jtw  preceding.  For  let 
any  one  coniider  the  Ago?  ch  auvrojua  juyrjumv(rccj 
K  Ai  t  rifopyTav,  and  KAl  avtous  7rv&  5  xzioi 
X&qov  fJLvwtjte  &c,  and  Fm  much  miftaken,  if 
he  can  give  any  other  fenie  of  the  K  AI  in  thole 
places.  Now  fo  far  is  either  of  thefe  Caies  from 
being  true,  that  i (l,  The  whole  Paflage  comes 
in  abruptly,  without  any  connexion  with 
what  went  before,  beimz;  inferred  between  the 
laft  year  of  Darius  and  the  firft  ot  Xerxes ,  where 
there  was  no  manner  of  room  or  occafion  for 
it,  nothing  to  require  or  introduce  it.  And 
zd,  ’Tis  obfervable,  that  there  had  been  Ac¬ 
counts  already  given  of  the  Prophets  dv  ctuitq- 
fio:,  fometimes  in  the  fame  and  fometimes  in 
other  Words,  under  the  Reigns  of  the  feverai 
Kings  in  whole  time  they  liv’d  j.  Is  it  likely 

(f)  See.  Joel,  p'9:;.  Ed.  Par.  76  Ed.  Ven. 

Jonas  p.  82.  Par.  102.  Ven. 

Ifaias.  p.  105.  1 1 7.  Par.  84.  95.  Ven. 

Michaias  ibid. 

Joel.  ibid. 

Amos.  p.  106.  Par.  8^.  Ven. 

Sophonias'.  p.  119  Par.  96.  Ven. 

Zacharias.  p.  142.  144,  145.  Par.  114.116.  Ven. 

jeremias.  p.  128.  130.  Par.  103,  104.  Ven. 

thcn3 
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then,  that  the  fame  Author  would  afterwards 
formally  ufher  in  a  long  Story  about  the  Pro¬ 
phets  with  a  Preface,  as  if  he  had  hitherto  men¬ 
tioned  nothing  about  them,  and  in  a  place  fo 
improper  and  foreign  to  that  Subjeft,  and  in 
a  way  fo  abrupt,  not  to  fay  impertinent  ?  To 
me  it  feems  very  improbable,  and  I  cannot 
but  confidcr  the  whole  as  a  Supplement  of 
fome  bufy  and  officious  Continuator. 

So  likewife  as  to  the  Pafiage  where  Euty- 
cheSy  and  Apollinarius  are  mentioned,  the  very 
Form  of  it  convinces  me,  that  it  does  not  be¬ 
long  to  the  Original  Chronicon .  It  has  a  Title 
prefix'd  to  it  EU  nktlAov  t  AttosoAov  and  then 
proceeds  tofhewat  large  by  a  great  multitude 
of  Quotations  from  Scripture,  what  was  prov’d 
juft  before  in  a  fummary  and  general  way,  that 
there  are  only  two  or  States  of 

Exiftence  warranted  by  Scripture,  the  p  relent 
here  upon  Earth,  and  the  other  in  a  new 
World  hereafter.  And  this  it  does  in  oppofi- 
tion  to  thofe,  who  maintained,  that  there  were 
other  xA&snireis  or  Worlds  before  the  prefent, 
and  that  others  would  likewife  exift  after  that 
which  we  expeft  in  the  next  Life.  Now  this 
very  Subject  had  been  handled  briefly  in  the 

Ezechiel.  p.  136,  137.  Par.  109,  no.  Veq. 

Daniel-  p.  122.  125,  126,  127.  140.  Par.  98,  101,  ioz> 
111.  Ed  Veil. 

Malacliias,  p.  130.  Par.  104,  105.  Ven. 

Zacharias  vice,  I® As.  p.  101.  Par.  Si.  Veil. 

{*)  Chron.  Pafchat,  p.  234.  Ed.  Par. 
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page  immediately  preceding,  the  Conclufioii 
of  which  is,  Tbtoi*  7r£cn  pirpTvpti  o 
Her po$,  oi  EuscyeAigal,  x,  oi  7rnvTzg  □  po(pv- 

Tcq  /7rpoxccTyyyf&iAcLV  TiavTzc  Tot uToa  on  o  ®eo$  S^vrz- 
pCtV  TIVCL  \3C*(gLCOU 71V  Wjum  TT&TTOiJDCe,  X|  •7T0iSi  W  XCtf 
*7rpO'‘iGL'iY\y{uKrt  qifJLCLTOS  naVTUV  T^'f  '7t'r0(pYTG>'h 

Kotl  o\j T6  'zs^j  rett/ms  tti$  y^cligzccre&z  ere&v  cL7n- 

ty'AVCLTO)  OtMot  (jjefy  mVTCOV  T  npO(pViTtj)V  X,  *A TrO^AOJP 

<Juo  ^oi'ov  Ty.vrluj  <hi  *9  t»v  /uifoHovLv.  Here, 

you  fee,  the  Argument  is  fairly  and  regularly 
ended  $  and  yet  in  the  next  words  Eh  nxSAcy 
r  AtwdAov,  &c.  The  lame  Argument  begins  a- 
gain,and  is  purfued  rhroJ  five  whole  pages  with 
as  much  warmth  and  Vigour,  as  if  not  one 
iy liable  had  been  dropt  before  concerning  it. 
Does  this  look  like  the  genuine  produd  of  one 
and  the  fame  Author,  to  talk  thus  backwards  and 
forwards  in  different  Forms  and  Strains  upon 
fame  Subjeft  ?  Or  rather,  is  it  not  a  plain  In¬ 
dication,  that  two  different  Authors  are  fpeak- 
ing  here,  tho*  their  Names  arc  concealed?  To 
me,  I  muft  own,  it  is  paft  difpute,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve,  whoever  will  confult  the  Chronicon ,  and 
confider  this  Paflage,  will  be  apt  to  entertain 
the  fame  Opinion  of  it.  But  before  I  leave 
it,  I  muft  obferve  farther,  that  this  whole  Paf- 
fage  from  p.  235  to  p.  240  inelufive,  belongs 
to  the  fame  Author,  that  gave  us  the  long  Ac¬ 
count  of  the  Prophets  mentioned  before.  For 
I  find  in  this  a  manifeft  reference  to  the  other, 
which  I  wonder  Du  Frcfne  did  not  take  notice 


bf.  About  the  middle  of  it  we  have  thcfe 
Words,  libu  AEAEIKTAI  r  ipx<xlw  <b- 
0 pQmv,  59  T$J  npo(pvirrttiV  TfdvTWy  as  A  HO  TOT 
nPflTOn  A  AST  O  T  aAAM  MEXPIE  If2AN» 
NOT  TOT  BAnTlSTOTEIS  THN  MEAAOT- 
EAN  KATA2TA2IN  A^OPOSIN.  Here  the 
Author  tells  us,  that  he  has  provd  from  the 
Men  of  Old ,  and  all  the  Prophets ,  that  from 
Adam  to  John  the  Baptift,  they  all  look  to  the 
future  State  of  Things,  which  is  to  fucceed  the 
prefent.  And  yet  in  this  place  there  is  no  fuch 
proof  to  be  feen  from  the  Men  of  Old  and  from 
the  Prophets ,  not  lo  much  as  one  Quotation 
from  any  of  them,  nor  a  line  about  them.  But 
if  we  go  back  to  the  Hiftory  of  the  Prophets , 
there  we  may  fee  the  whole  explained,  and  the 
proof  of  this  grand  Point  deduced  particularly 
thro*  all  the  Prophets ,  which  is  no  where  elfe 
to  be  found  throughout  the  Chronicm .  And  far¬ 
ther  to  confirm  this  Remark,  the  Pafiages  about 
the  Prophets,  is  introduc’d  with  the  very  Words 
that  are  us’d  in  this  place;  A efoq  —  on  7 xwm's 

CL'TCO  S’  VC CC$TG'7r Aiqiv  A  chi 44  y  Bz'ffll- 

r  j  \\  /  /  » 

qvd  &s  t  ifjatAscroLV  xcltvli roicnv  axpopanv,  pag.  147,, 
Does  mbt  this  flhew,  that  both  the  Pafiages*. 
however  disjoyn’d  and  diftant  from  one  ano¬ 
ther,  are  nearly  related,  and  came  originally 
from  the  fame  Hand  ?  To  which  let  me  add, 
that  the  Stile  in  both  is  cxaftly  the  fame,  rhe¬ 
torical,  declamatory,  and  luxuriant,  and  diffe¬ 
ring  very  much  from  other  parts  of  the  Chro* 

M  nieom 
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nicon.  From  whence  likewife  1  cannot  but  fuT 
pcd,  that  feveral  of  the  Digrdlions  upon  Adamy 
Abel ,  Noah,  Melchifedec y  Abraham,  Ijdacy  Jacob, 
being  wrote  in  the  iame  fort  of  Stile,  and  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  fame  purpofes,  were  penned  by 
the  fame  Writer  ;  for  thefe  are  the  ol  bp^ctToi  oj- 
0pa?7roi  referred  to  in  the  Pafiage  above,  and  in 
thofe  Digrefiions  alone  is  it  proved,  that  they 
with  the  Prophets  ail  look  towards  a  Future  State . 

To  go  on.  The  third  Paflage  obje&ed  by 
Dr.  Sykes  is  that,  wherein  Bafil  and  Gregory  Na~ 
z>ianz,en  are  cited.  But  here  too,  I  think,  as 
in  the  others,  one  may  difcern  the  Traces  of 
a  fecond  Author.  In  p.  226.  we  are  told, 
that  feme  Enemies  of  the  Chrijlians  had  cen- 
fured  the  Church  for  calling  the  Feftival  of  our 
Saviours  Refurredion  by  the  Name  of  Hcw-- 
^  or  Pajjover .  To  which  the  Anfwer  given 
is,  that  itnce  the  Hebrew  word  (HDS) 

fignifies  in  Greek,  59  ex.£aais,  %  V7reg~ 


Qclois,  it  was  properly  enough  applied  to  the 
Refurredion  of  Chrift,  becaufe  V  tcqAho  5 

Kv&U  x)  A VOL<p%Q?Gd$  CtUTOtf,  SJcpQcLaWj  gJG&stOW  X, 

v'Trep^.cnv  y\  r  oivopco mv  eiAytpe  x  tygvrce 

XfoeTOS  TOc)  ScUICLTU  OLVTOV T£  £  SfOLVCLTS  5C,  £  xl 

£  08 opcts.  From  whence  the  Inference  and 
Concluiion  is,  that  Avajx.oLia$  v\  V  ©eou 

CiCL  8  ftQVOV  TO  ■7TZiQq$  £  K Vpl&,  afooL  Shi  Xj  rlu>  Avol- 

olvtqv  rid^cL  '7rpoQ-oLr)fipvj\.  Thus  far  the  Ar¬ 
gument  feems  to  be  carried  by  the  firft  Author. 
In  the  next  page  the  fame  Objedion  is  con- 

fidered 
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fidcrcd  again,  and  the  former  Anfwer  to  it 
improv'd  by  fhewing  it  to  be  grounded  on  a 
Mifinterpretation  of  the  LawoiMofes%  repeat¬ 
ing  alfo  the  lignification  of  the  word 
but  giving  different  Greek  Trariflations  of  it  5 
for  here  the  Greek  words  for  it,  are  Ata&rr* j- 
tidy  and  X 7Hp£ocai'X>  and  the  Authorities  ap¬ 
pealed  to  are  Philo  and  Jofephus,  Now  is  it  like¬ 
ly,  that  one  and  the  fame  Author  would  write 
after  this  manner  ?  That  in  one  page  he  would 
interpret  the  word  §d(Ax  by  AiaSawd'ExGctcris, 
and  theep&ctcis,  and  in  the  next  by  AizScltyj&cl 
and  YTttpQdcricL,  rejeding  the  former,  and  adding 
new  Authorities  ?  Certainly  not  5  and  for  this 
Reafon  as  well  as  other  Circumftances  of  the 
Place,  I  fufped  this  part  to  have  been  added  as  a 
Supplement  by  fome  later  Hand,  which  inferted 
likewife  in  the  following  page  being  a  Con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  fame  Subjed  the  Quotations 
from  Bafil  and  Gregory . 

The  fourth  and  laft  Difficulty  relates  to  Le * 
ontiuSy  whom  our  Author  mentions  as  living 
a  good  while  before  himfelf  and  relating  to  thoje 
that  livd  before  him  the  Story  o/^Babylas’i  Mar¬ 
tyrdom,  Now  Leontius  liv’d,  fays  Dr.  Sykes,  under 
Julian,  and  died  A.  D.  358.  Here  thereforcy  it 
fecms,  is  fufficient  Evidencey  that  there  is  no 
Foundation  for  placing  this  Writer  fo  early  as  Du 
Frefne  has  done  f,  iy  e .  fo  early  as  3  54*  But  this 
fufficient  Evidence  I  mull  difpute  a  little  by  the 

(f )  Sec,  Def.  p,  i63  17. 

M  3.  Do&or’s 


Do&ors  leave,  there  being  feme  room  foe 
queftioning  it’s  Truth  and  Authority.  The 
Story  from  Leontius  is  introduc’d  in  the  Chro - 
nicon  after  fuch  a  manner,  and  is  fo  ill  connect¬ 
ed  with  the  Sentence  immediately  following  it, 
that  I  doubt  very  much,  whether  it  bears  the 
fame  Age  with  the  reft.  The  whole  Pafiage  being 
Ihort  is  tranferib’d  and  laid  before  the  Reader  in 
the  Margin  *,  that  he  may  judge  the  better  of  my 
following  Observations  upon  it.  We  have  here 
a  Traditional  Account  from  Leontius  concerning 
Baby  las,  and  the  caule  of  his  Martyrdom  $  and 
yet  it  is  not  plac’d  where  the  Chronicon  in  the 
courfe  of  it’s  Hiftory  fpeaks  particularly  of  Baby - 
las  and  his  Martyrdom  under  Decius ,  but  after  that 
Account  is  ended,  after  the  Succeffor  to  Baby- 
las  in  the  See  of  Antioch  Flavius  is  named,  nay 
after  the  Sufferings  of  many  others  in  the  Fa(l 
and  other  Provinces  are  mentioned.  Is  not  this 
a  little  ftrange  and  Surprizing,  if  one  Perfon 
was  the  Author  of  both  Accounts  ?  How  comes 
he  to  omit  this  Story,  while  he  was  difeourf- 


(  *  )  Ev  ccp%y  fixcriA&tZ';  A  sx.t%  BABY  A  AS  r??  ArnoAuv  EAcrxo- 
vrac,  to)  0T  y^epropta  iTiAnco6t}.  Mib"*  ov  A vroftstciq  v'/tiTOf  iy. 

<I>A £777  y.  rioAAc*  j  C'  otAAoi  iv  tvj  AvccnAvj  \v$zt.vnc,  rp  eib 

Xpiiiv  rttsiw §,  C  iv  inX&ioibijnxv.  KATA  AIAAOXHN 

viAiGb  Kctf  tSto  71 ipt  too  txylov  BABY A  A,  #5  Ptviy^onxTo  role,  ttdo 
ypjuaiv  0  Maxc&p1©^  AEONTIOS  0  Esr/c rxo7m$  Avvo^etxq.  Outgo  a  As- 
cev&AtTo  T  uyiov  bAvAxv,  oux  Idb  Xpivccvov  yj'ovov,  u AA’  cv  xcu 
irtryityrsv  i7rt%tiv  tk  BacnAiuq  <1>*A iX7ctv  ttjv  yvytx.lx.ee  xou  ccotov  0<- 
A17T7T0V  &<riX$eiv  etq  tviv  ixxAijffjoiv,  Tnx^xvoyj^cruvTcc,  <biXl7rnov.  ’Hu 

$VJ  /  </  ^  /-  */  s\  ,  \  „  _  «  „ 

ci  7izi ^cevofA/itx  uvr?).  <viAi7T7n:$  t7iv.pyjco>  oiv  1x1  too  Lopeioivoo,  ttsc- 
gxBv,xlvj  iAxCs  7 tu^oo  TopC'XvoZ  T  'yev  uutgu’  xul  tsAivtSitzcvtos  Fvp- 
c'.xvou  too  BtxtnAavs,  o-CfiixZocc,  t  wzttJW  <1>'Ai7T71c$  stacnAivirsv.  KAI  iv 
'1ytvpvyrPA-<7 lets,  BUoyi©*  <rh  #AAo*5  5XbAA$<$  iyoupropwiy'  &c,  p.  270. 
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ing  of  Babylas,  and  to  bring  it  in  afterwards,* 
when  he  had  pafs'd  from  Babylas  to  other  Mar¬ 
tyrs)  If  the  whole  was  penned  by  one  Author, 
no  probable  Reafon  can  be  given,  why  the 
two  Accounts  fhould  be  thus  disjoyn’d,  and  the 
latter  plac’d  fo  improperly  5  but  if  a  fecond 
Hand  be  fuppos ’d  to  intrude  itfelf  here,  it  may 
be  eafily  accounted  for.  For  the  fecond  Au¬ 
thor  might  obferve,  that  the  End  of  his  Paf- 
lage  would  by  no  means  agree  with  the  fub- 
fequent  Original  relation,  if  he  tacked  it  to  the 
firft  Account  of  Babyla$$  bccaufe  he  ends  with  the 
death  of  the  Emperour  Gordian ,  and  with 
ms  ESWAeuam  and  the  other  would  begin  with 
ME®’  ON  ’Avt io%elct$  yiytiroq  ry .  clSics,  which 
would  found  very  odd  and  harfh,  not  to  fay 
impertinent  and  ridiculous.  For  this  Rea¬ 
fon  he  would  chufe  to  place  his  Infertion  more 
commodioufly,  and  remove  it  a  little  diftance, 
to  lave  appearances.  But  tho’  by  this  prudent 
management  he  avoided  one  difficulty,  yet  he 
runs  himfelf  unguardedly  upon  another,  which 
ftill  bears  hard  upon  him,  and  betrays  the  whole 
artifice.  For  the  Sentences  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  this  Palfage  about  Babylas ,  are  not  much  bet¬ 
ter  connected  with  it  as  it  hands  at  prefent,  than 
the  other  would  have  been  5  the  Words  fub- 
joyned  to  it  are,  KAI  c *  H/llvdw  $  Acfas,  n<o- 
no$  gvv  SlAAoh  '7toAAoi$  ejuctpT#py\(Jw  &c.  Here  now 
we  have  a  KAI  that  fhould  naturally  joyn  this 
Sentence  with  the  preceding,  and  imply  that 
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both  are  penned  upon  the  fame  Subject,  and 
referable  one  another  in  Strife.  But  inftead  of 
that,  the  Sentence  foregoing  is  quite  of  another 
kind ,  telling  us  that  Philip  was  entruflcd  by 
Gordian  'with  the  Care  and  Guardianship  of  his 
Son,  and  that  Gordian  dying,  Philip  deftroyed  this 
Son  of  his,  and  placed  himfelf  upon  the  Throne . 
How  does  this  tally  with  the  next  words,  And 
in  Smyrna  a  City  of  Afia  Pionius  with  many  others 
fuffered  Martyrdom  ?  Is  not  this  a  very  odd  and 
abfurd  Copulation  to  be  made  by  a  KaI  ?  Or, 
could  there  well  be  Sentences  moxz  disjunctive 
and  dijfonmt  than  thefe  appear  to  be?  But  take 
away  the  whole  Paffage  about  Babylas,  and 
then  all  will  be  clear  and  eafy  $  Kai  ci 
t AaUs  n  10ms  &c.  will  naturally  and  proper¬ 
ly  follow  U0AA0)  $1  £  cLAAoi  cd>  Tvl  AvolToAvi - 

36,  ca>  clAAclis  E7?ap  ficct$  eTiAuafycnxv,  Here  the  KAI 
makes  a  juft  and  regular  Connexion,  which  it 
does  not  in  the  other  Cafe.  Wherefore  I  am  very 
apt  to  believe,  that  this  was  the  original  Con¬ 
nection,  and  that  afterwards  it  was  chang'd  by 
another  Author  to  make  room  for  his  Story 
of  Babylas . 

B  y  this*  time  then,  I  hope,  it  may  appear, 
that  Du  Frefnes  Opinion  of  the  Chronicon  Paf 
chale,  that  it  was  really  compos’d  by  two  dif¬ 
ferent  Authors  at  different  times,  was  not 
without  good  Foundation  and  Authority  5  and 
that  all  Dr.  Sykes  s  Objections  againft  it  rather 
ferve  to  confirm  than  overthrow  it.  For  we 
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fee,  the  very  Paffages  alledg’d  by  him  in  op- 
pofition  to  it,  do  themfelves,  when  narrowly 
examined,  afford  us  new  Arguments  in  its 
favour.  And  if  the  Chronicon  itfelf  thus  dif- 
covers  two  different  Authors  concerned  in  the 
Compofition  of  it,  why  may  not  we  admit 
what  the  antient  Manufcript  of  Holjlenim  af- 
furesus,  that  one  of  thefe  Authors  lived  in  the 
Reign  of  Conjlantius  about  A.D.  354,  and  the 
other  in  Heraclms  about  A.D.  630?  It  is  true, 
the  MS.  does  not  give  us  the  original  Chronicon 
quite  pure  and  perfed,  but  that  is  no  reafon, 
why  we  fhould  not  regard  what  it  fays  as  to 
the  different  Authors  and  Ages  of  them.  For 
#tis  impoffible  to  explain,  how  fo  antient  a 
MS.  of  the  Chronicon  fhould  be  as  it  is,  if  one 
Perfon  had  been  the  Author  of  the  whole,  and 
liv'd  fo  late  as  Heraclius’s  time  5  but  'tis  eafy  to 
conceive  how  fome  Adulterations  might  creep 
into  it,  if  we  fuppofe  with  Holfienius  and  Du 
Trefne  two  different  Editions  of  it  at  different 
Times,  the  firft  publifh’d  by  an  Author  in  the 
fourth  Century,  the  fecond  by  another  with  large 
Additions  and  Adulterations  in  the  [event h . 
Upon  the  firft  Supposition  no  probable  Rea- 
fon  either  from  Negligence  or  JDefign  can  be 
given,  why  the  MS.  fhould  be  fo  fhort  and 
defedive  as  to  want  two  thirds  of  the  whole 
Chronicon ,  and  to  end  in  the  year  354;  but  many 
may  be  given  upon  the  latter,  why  it  is  no t 
quite  free  from  the  later  Additions  to  the  O- 
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tigind  Chronicort.  Thefe  Confiderations  fherg- 
fore  prevail  with  me  to  embrace  Du  FrefneB 
Opinion  $  perhaps  if  I  had  the  lame  Opportu^. 
nities  of  confulting  the  Manulcript,  which  Flol- 
fienius  and  Du  Frefne  enjoyed,  I  might  be  fur- 
niffid  with  other  Arguments  upon  this  Subject? 
but  being  debarfd  from  a  Sight  of  that,  lean 
add  nothing  farther  at  prefent  to  what  has 
been  hard.  Only  one  thing  I  muft  obferve 
with  refpecfto  Phlegon ,  that  the  Paffages  quot» 
ed  from  him  were  extant  in  Holjleniuss  Copy  ? 
and  they  are  fo  well  circumliantiated,  that  I 
can  fee  no  ground  after  the  mod  diligent  and 
impartial  Examination  of  them  for  attributing 
both  to  any  fecond  Hand.  The  fitfl;  of  them  in¬ 
deed  feems  to  me  an  indifputable  part  of  the 
Original  chronicon ,  being  liable  to  no  Exception 
or  Difficulty,  that  I  ean  perceive  5  the  latter  (to 
be  ingenuous )  may  poflibly  admit  of  a  Query, 
tho’  even  that  is  lefs  doubtful  and  fufpicious, 
than  any  one  of  the  PaOages  urged  againft  me 
by  Dr.  Sykes .  However  let  their  fate  in  this 
refpeft  be  what  it  will,  we  are  certain  that 
both  thefe  Quotations  were  taken 'from  Phle¬ 
gon  while  that  Author’s  Olympiads  were  in  be¬ 
ing,  and  their  Authority  in  the  prefent  Dip 
pure  will  hill  remain  unffiaken  and  infuperable. 
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